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SENATE—Thursday, October 4, 2001 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable HIL-
LARY RODHAM CLINTON, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by our guest 
Chaplain, Bishop Eddie Long, of the 
New Birth Missionary Baptist Church, 
Decatur, GA. 

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Bishop Eddie 
Long, offered the following prayer: 

Father we bless You and we honor 
You for the unconditional love You 
show to us. We bless You for the mercy 
You have bestowed upon us and for the 
overflowing grace given us each day. 
Father, allow us this day to have the 
courage of David as we face those who 
wish to destroy our moral fabric. 

O Lord, bless this Senate to have the 
patience of Your servant, Job, as they 
carve out a rational solution to eradi-
cating the harshness of terrorism. We 
ask You to move now throughout these 
hallowed walls and use these men and 
women to rid our world of the evil 
scourge of terrorism. We pray now for 
the President of these United States. 
Give him wisdom and understanding. 
Let him have the endurance of a lion as 
he bears the ultimate weight of pro-
viding for our national security; grace 
him with the tenderness of a lamb as 
he nurtures our Nation from the 
wounds inflicted by the barbaric. We 
also pray for the commanders and the 
soldiers who may be sent into harm’s 
way.

We also pray, Father, for the families 
of those who lost their lives as a result 
of the horrific acts which took place on 
September 11. Lord, we further our 
prayer for those who were wounded on 
that day and for the souls of those who 
exited this life. We pray Your grace on 
the rescue workers who have not 

ceased their efforts to bring normalcy 

back to our Nation. It is our prayer, 

Lord, that as we, the United States, 

seek Your face, You will truly hear 

from heaven and that You will comfort 

us in Your miraculous way; that You 

will wipe the tears from this Nation’s 

eyes and that You surely will heal our 

land. We offer this prayer up to You, 

understanding we are hard-pressed on 

every side but not crushed, perplexed 

but not in despair; persecuted but not 

abandoned; struck down but not de-

stroyed.
In Jesus’ name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable HILLARY RODHAM

CLINTON led the Pledge of Allegiance as 

follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 

indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will please read a communication 

to the Senate from the President pro 

tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read 

the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, October 4, 2001. 

To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable HILLARY RODHAM

CLINTON, a Senator from the State of New 

York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD,

President pro tempore. 

Mrs. CLINTON thereupon assumed 

the chair as Acting President pro tem-

pore.

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 

MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Nevada. 

f 

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, this 

morning the Senate will resume con-

sideration of the motion to proceed on 

the aviation security bill. There is 

every hope that sometime today we 

can begin consideration of that bill. 

As I mentioned yesterday, there has 

been significant progress made on a 

number of different issues, not the 

least of which is the tremendous work 

done by the Judiciary Committee. Sen-

ator HATCH, working under the chair-

manship of Senator LEAHY until about 

3 this morning, I understand, com-

pleted their overall work in reaching 

an agreement on the antiterrorism leg-

islation. It is very important that has 

been accomplished. It has taken tre-

mendous time of that committee. They 

have worked literally night and day. 

My former press secretary’s husband 

works on that committee. I had the 

good fortune of being able to go to a 

long-scheduled dinner with him last 

Saturday. He had to change clothes in 

the car. He had been working all night 

Friday and Saturday. The staffs work 

very hard. 

In spite of that and all the work they 

have done, the Judiciary Committee 

today is going to meet and report out 

an appeals judge from the State of New 

York, a district court judge from Mis-

sissippi, up to 15 U.S. attorneys, one 

Assistant Attorney General, and the 

Director of the U.S. Marshal’s Service. 

They are going to have a hearing today 

dealing with a circuit court judge from 

Louisiana, two judges from Oklahoma, 

a district court judge from Kentucky, a 

district court judge from Nebraska. I 

am very happy to say that a professor 

from the University of Nevada-Las 

Vegas Law School is going to be, I 

hope, reported out of that committee 

soon. There will be a hearing on him 

today, Jay Bybee, to be Assistant At-

torney General for the Office of Legal 

Counsel.
Next week they have already sched-

uled a long awaited hearing on John 

Walters to be the Director of the Office 

of National Drug Policy Control. They 

are going to have a hearing on October 

16 on Tom Sansometti, and then on Oc-

tober 18 they are going to have a hear-

ing on another circuit judge and 5 dis-

trict court judges. 
I say this because the Judiciary Com-

mittee is overwhelmed with work, and 

in spite of that we are moving at a very 

rapid pace. When Senator LEAHY be-

came chairman of the Judiciary Com-

mittee, there had not been any judges 

reported out. That had been 6 months 

this year. We have done this much 

work already this year, which I think 

is significant. 
During the first year of President 

Clinton’s Presidency, it is my recollec-

tion—I do not have that before me—we 

had three circuit court judges during 

that entire year. We are going to sur-

pass that this year quite easily. 
This morning at 8, Senator BYRD

called a meeting. Of course with him 

was the ranking member of the Appro-

priations Committee. He met with the 

13 subcommittee chairs and the rank-

ing members to talk about how we 

would move forward on appropriations 

bills. We now have the numbers, and we 

are going to move forward as rapidly as 

possible.
We still have five bills that have not 

received Senate action. Seven of them 

have received Senate action and we are 

waiting to complete a conference with 

the House. Under Senate rules, the 

only way we can move to other matters 

is by unanimous consent. 
I have been in consultation with the 

majority leader, and as a result of the 

work done by the Judiciary Committee 

in arriving at final numbers, it is now 

appropriate we do things today other 

than be in morning business. We have 

work in the Senate that needs to be 

done and that can be done, in spite of 

the fact there is a motion to proceed on 
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this aviation security bill, which is so 

important.

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 

H.R. 2506 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate now proceed to Cal-

endar No. 147, H.R. 2506, the foreign op-

erations appropriations bill. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from South Caro-

lina.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 

reserving the right to object, I admon-

ish the body that we are ready to go 

forward and, as the distinguished as-

sistant majority leader points out, we 

ought to be using the time available to 

conduct other business, if we cannot go 

forward with the airline security bill. I 

have been talking with Senator 

MCCAIN to coordinate this effort. While 

the managers’ amendment is yet to be 

finalized, we have other amendments. 

It seems to me we could get some kind 

of agreement with respect to relevant 

amendments and consider these meas-

ures. It would not be time wasted. 
This procedure of moving to another 

bill puts airport security in limbo. We 

are not having votes tomorrow or Mon-

day, and certainly not on the weekend. 
Reagan National is up and running 

again, and we have shuttles going to 

New York and Boston and otherwise, 

but the holdup in ensuring the security 

of our airports is now on the part of the 

Senate.
Mr. REID. I say to the chairman of 

the Commerce Committee, who has 

worked so hard on this issue and is our 

leader on this issue, the Senator is 

right. Once we get agreement to be 

able to proceed to this bill, which we 

wanted to do yesterday, of course, we 

could do that. In the meantime, wheth-

er it is an hour, 2 hours, or 3 hours, 

whatever Senator LEAHY could do 

would be time well spent. 
Once there is any agreement that has 

been reached by the Senator from 

South Carolina with the minority, we 

would be happy to immediately move 

off of that. 
The point we are making, I say to my 

friend from South Carolina, there is no 

need we be in morning business all day. 

We have things to do. The Senator can 

be assured that once there is any 

agreement on this vital legislation, 

airport security, we will get off of this. 

I have spoken with Senator LEAHY. He 

agrees. The Senator does not have to 

worry; We want to keep full focus on 

this legislation. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-

guished leader. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection? 
Mr. THOMAS. I object to the unani-

mous consent request. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 

very disappointed. We need to move 

forward on this legislation. We had an 

objection yesterday on airport secu-

rity. Now we have one on this appro-

priations bill. We have worked so well 

these past 3 weeks together. We need to 

continue. That is the reason I went 

through the list of work we are doing 

on the judges. We are working as hard 

as we can. We have been consulting 

with the majority leader and assistant 

minority leader on how to move for-

ward. We are doing our level best to do 

that.
I am very disappointed there has 

been an objection by the minority to 

moving forward on an unfinished ap-

propriations bill. It is too bad. I would, 

of course, ask we go to the Agriculture 

appropriations bill, but there would be 

the same objection, so that is a waste 

of the Senate’s time. That is too bad. 
The President has reached out to the 

majority in the Senate. We have done 

our best to work with the President. I 

am very disappointed. I am confident 

the President would like us to move 

forward on these appropriations bills. I 

think the President himself knows how 

hard we are working on these nomina-

tions. As I said, if you compare what 

we have done to the early years of the 

Clinton administration, we are doing 

just fine. 
Madam President, this is not pay-

back time for the fact that we didn’t 

get many of our judges approved. This 

is not payback time. We are working 

through the process as quickly as we 

can. These judges have been nominated 

in an appropriate fashion. A lot of 

them were late getting here, but we are 

moving through them as quickly as we 

can. I think it is unfortunate we can-

not move forward on these appropria-

tions bills. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 

leadership time is reserved. 

f 

AVIATION SECURITY ACT—MOTION 

TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 

Senate will now resume consideration 

of the motion to proceed to S. 1447, 

which the clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 

A motion to proceed to consideration of S. 

1447, a bill to improve the aviation security, 

and for other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. REID. Will the Senator withhold 

for a unanimous consent? 
Mr. THOMAS. Certainly. 
Mr. REID. It is my understanding the 

minority is having a party conference. 

If I could ask my friend, for the next 

hour or so perhaps we should go into 

morning business. Any objection to 

that?

Mr. THOMAS. No objection. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent until the hour of 

11:30 today we be in a period of morn-

ing business with Senators allowed to 

speak therein for a period of up to 10 

minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-

dered.

f 

PRIORITIZING

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 

say to my friend from Nevada, all 

Members are anxious to move forward 

with this airport security bill. Unfortu-

nately, the impediment basically has 

been the threat to bring up amend-

ments that are unrelated. This ought 

to be held to moving that. There will 

be a conference going on designed to 

come to an agreement with regard to 

this bill. Hopefully, we will be back on 

the floor with it today. 

I am pleased to hear the Judiciary 

Committee is finally moving on the 

judges. We have a total of 6 that have 

been confirmed. There are 107 vacan-

cies; that is a 121⁄2-percent vacancy. 

The total of nominees not yet dealt 

with is almost 50, 49. We certainly have 

an obligation to move forward on that 

issue.

I hope as we are working through all 

the items that are of such priority that 

we can set some priorities and take 

those that obviously are most impor-

tant, those that deal with terrorism, 

those that deal with security. They 

have to be the highest priority. Those 

that deal with the economy have to be 

priorities. And of course we have to do 

our normal duties. I have been talking 

about this for several weeks. We have 

not moved very quickly. 

Hopefully we will be able to come 

back to this bill very soon today. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 

the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-

dered.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, we 

are in morning business; is that cor-

rect?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-

sent I be permitted to proceed for such 

time as I may consume. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-

dered.
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NATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, as 
one of the original authors and cospon-
sors of the Aviation Security Act, I 
take a moment to underscore where 
the Senate finds itself at this moment, 
which I find distressing and deeply 
frustrating and less than an adequate 
response to the compelling requests 
made by the President of the United 
States a few days ago in a joint session 
of Congress. Only a few days ago, the 
Senate came together with the House 
to listen to the President describe a 
war, to describe the most compelling 
circumstances this Nation has faced 
certainly since Pearl Harbor, and per-
haps in its history in the context of the 
nature of the attack on New York City 
and the Pentagon. 

There is a danger in raising the level 
of rhetoric and not meeting it with the 
actions that the American public un-
derstand are required of a nation facing 
urgent circumstances. It is extraor-
dinary to me that the Senate is in grid-
lock. That is where we are, essentially, 
stopped cold in our capacity, not just 
to do the Airport Security Act and let 
the Senate vote its will, whatever that 
may be—I don’t know what the out-

come will be—but let the democratic 

process of the Senate work, Rather 

than trying to hold it up completely, 

to subject it to some kind of 

prenegotiation that appears to be im-

possible when we even have meetings 

canceled and there is no negotiating 

going on. 
We tried to go forward on the foreign 

ops bill. I cannot think of a bill, second 

to the Department of Defense author-

ization we just passed a few days ago, 

that is more important in the context 

of the circumstances in which we find 

ourselves. But we are not even per-

mitted to proceed forward with that 

because, essentially, once again poli-

tics and ideology are rearing their 

heads with a stubbornness that sug-

gests that a few Members of the Senate 

are unwilling to allow the entire Sen-

ate to work its will. What an incredible 

display at a time when the world is 

watching the greatest deliberative 

body, and the greatest nation on the 

face of this planet with its democracy, 

try to work effectively to respond to 

these needs. What is even more incred-

ible to me is that common sense tells 

us what the realities are with respect 

to airport security and, I might add, 

rail security in this country. 
We woke up this morning to the news 

that an airliner apparently has ex-

ploded and gone down over the Black 

Sea, a Russian airliner. We do not 

know yet to a certainty that it is ter-

rorism, but we do know the early indi-

cators of an eye witness report from 

the pilot in another aircraft is that he 

saw it explode and saw it disintegrate 

and go down into the sea. And Russian 

President Putin has said it appears as 

if there is some act of terrorism. 

Leaving that aside, we have promised 
the American people we are going to 
provide them, not with a level of secu-
rity, not with some sort of half-breed 
sense that we have arrived at a notion 
of what is acceptable, but we are going 
to provide the best security, the fullest 
level of security we are capable of 
imagining, that is well within the 
reach of this country and well within 
our capacity to afford. 

I might add, what we are suggesting 
we want to provide to Americans, in 
terms of security, they have already 
suggested they are willing to pay for 
several times over. This is not a ques-
tion of cost. It is not a question of our 
inability to afford this. It is a question 
of politics, ideology. 

We have some in the Senate who do 
not like the idea that there might be 
more Federal employees, that there 
might be more people who might join a 
union even, that there might be more 
people who somehow might not have 
their political point of view but who 
nevertheless might perform an impor-
tant function for our country. When I 
was in the military, what I learned 
about, sort of a hierarchy and about 
authority and about training and man-
agement, is that there is a brilliant ef-
fectiveness to the chain of command 
and to the manner in which a Federal 
entity is organized or a law enforce-
ment entity is organized. 

I do not think anybody in this body 
would suggest we ought to be con-
tracting out the responsibilities of the 
Border Patrol, or contracting out the 
responsibilities of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, or contracting 
out the security of the Capitol, the se-
curity of the White House, or the secu-
rity of a number of other efforts. But 
they are prepared to contract out to 
the lowest bidder, with unskilled work-
ers, the security of Americans flying, 
notwithstanding everything we have 
learned. That is just unacceptable. It is 
unacceptable.

I hear all kinds of excuses being 
made: There are transition problems; 
you might have contractors quit in the 
meantime. First of all, at a time of 
high unemployment and rising unem-
ployment, I think common sense would 
tell us most of those contractors would 
leap at the opportunity to have a bet-
ter-paid job and to get more training 
and they will stick on the job because 
they will be part of an important secu-
rity corps of the United States of 
America and they would want to be 
part of that. And, incidentally, they 
would want to be part of it because 
they would then have the possibility of 
having benefits they do not get today, 
which is one of the reasons we have 
employees, notwithstanding all of their 
best efforts and all of their best inten-
tions, who are, many of them, simply 
not fully enough trained or prepared to 
do the job they are being asked to do. 
It is not their fault, but it is the nature 
of the pay scale. 

If you were to compare the difference 

between the civilian nuclear industry 

and the military nuclear industry—i.e., 

the U.S. Navy on ships—we have not 

had major incidents on ships of the 

U.S. Navy. We have had Navy ships 

running nuclear reactors, and highly 

successfully, for years now: Sub-

marines, aircraft carriers, cruisers, and 

others. But the military has an unlim-

ited human personnel capacity for re-

dundancy, for certitude in the human 

checks, and therefore is capable of pro-

viding a kind of safety net that you 

cannot provide in the private sector be-

cause the private sector is always 

thinking about the shareholders, the 

return on investment, the cashflow, 

and the capacity to do it. So you do not 

get that kind of redundancy often un-

less it is required. 

The same thing is true of the check-

ing of the security process of people 

boarding aircraft. Moreover, we have 

now learned that this is something 

more than just a job, significantly 

more than just a job. It is part of the 

national security framework of our 

country. It is the way in which we will 

prevent a plane from being used as a 

bomb or a plane from simply being 

blown up, or passengers from being ter-

rorized in some form or another. Pas-

sengers deserve the greatest sense of 

safety in traveling. 

For those who are concerned about 

the economy, there is not one of us 

who has not been visited in the last 

weeks by members of the auto rental 

industry, restaurant industry, travel 

industry, hotels, and countless mayors 

who are concerned about the flow of 

tourist traffic to their cities. We need 

to get Americans to believe in the level 

of safety that their Government is pro-

viding for them. 

It is extraordinary to me. We have 

been through this period of time where 

government has been so denigrated. We 

have had a long debate in this Senate 

with people arguing so forcefully the 

adage: It is not the Government’s 

money, it is your money and you de-

serve a refund. But at the same time, 

you know, they are incapable of doing 

without the very people who have put 

on displays of courage that have been 

absolutely extraordinary over these 

last week. That was government peo-

ple, paid by government money, who 

ran into those buildings to save lives in 

New York. It has been government peo-

ple paid by government money who 

have saved so many people in the 

course of these weeks. It has been gov-

ernment people paid by government 

money who organized and managed 

people who have been homeless, people 

who searched for their loved ones, peo-

ple who needed some kind of comfort. 

It has been a government display, if 

you will, of the effectiveness of money 

well spent when we invest it properly. 
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The same thing is true of airport se-

curity. I want to just highlight the dif-
ferences between what is being pro-
posed by those of us who think we need 
to have a Federal structure versus 
what the administration has currently 
offered. With respect to turnover, we 
raise the wages. We raise the wages to 
a level that would put the employees 
on a Federal civil pay scale. That 
means you will attract more qualified 
people and you will have a right to be 
able to raise the standards and raise 
the demands of performance, which is 
precisely what the American people 
want.

Under the administration’s current 
proposal, they will only increase the 
wages and benefits if the legislation 
specifically mandates a living wage 
and health benefits for the employees. 
So there is no demand that the wages 
be raised. They want to leave it to the 
lowest bid process unless somehow 
there is a specific statement to the 
contrary.

With respect to training, we create a 
stepped scale based on management re-
sponsibilities and seniority so there is 
an incentive within the structure for 
people to assume management respon-
sibilities, to become supervisors and to 
actually supervise with something 
more than 3 months on the job. Cur-
rently the turnover rate at Atlanta air-
port, Hartsfield Airport in Atlanta, is 
400 percent. The turnover in New York, 
Boston, and Los Angeles ranges be-
tween 100 percent and 200 percent, 300 
percent —extraordinary turnover rates. 

You can’t expect somebody to be on 
the job at low pay and be able to pro-
vide the kind of skill necessary to read 
the x-ray machine properly, to profile a 
person, to see suspect activity, or even 
to make the kind of personal searches 
necessary when that is needed. 

Under the administration’s current 
offer, the wage scale and the manage-
ment decisions are left to the low bid 
contractor. Secretary Mineta was in 
front of our committee just the other 
day. I asked him specifically: Mr. Sec-
retary, isn’t it true that all of these 
companies are basically in a position 
where they take on the lowest bid, and 
it is a bid process that encourages low 
bids so that they can survive? He said 
yes. Jane Garvey said yes. That is pre-
cisely what the current proposal will 
continue.

It is simply impossible to build more 
rail, or gain the kind of efficiency, or 
gain the kind of accountability and 
manage this process effectively if we 
are not prepared to have a Federal civil 
service structure for these employees. 

I might add that while the Europeans 
have a slightly amalgamated system, 
they have wage laws and they have 
labor laws that we do not have that 

guarantee the kind of pay structures 

and accountability structures which we 

are seeking in our approach. 
While there is a distinction, it is 

really a distinction without a dif-

ference because in the end they have 

achieved the kind of Federal vision and 

the kind of employee quality which 

they have been able to attract as a con-

sequence of the ingredients they put 

together.
For instance, Belgium has an hourly 

pay of $14 to $15, they have health ben-

efits, and they have a turnover rate of 

less than 4 percent. The Netherlands: 

$7.50 an hour; England $8 an hour; in 

France, they receive an extra month’s 

pay for each 12 months of work, and 

less than a 50-percent turnover rate 

plus health benefits. 
We are looking at an extraordinary 

difference between what European 

countries are able to do as they face 

these kinds of terrorism, and they have 

much stricter standards than we have 

for a longer period of time. 
It is imperative that we in the Sen-

ate get about the business of respond-

ing properly to the demands we face 

with respect to the security of our air-

ports.
It seems to me that the transitional 

issues are easy to work out. It is cer-

tainly, first of all, normal to assume 

that those people who are under con-

tract now will still be under contract. 

If they breach it, I think the full wrath 

of the Government and the American 

people would be ready to come down on 

them, not to mention the lawsuits for 

breach of contract, and not to mention 

the loss of jobs for all the employees. 
Those transitional problems that are 

being conjured up simply don’t hold up 

to scrutiny. The American public 

knows that if we had a Federal civil 

service corps which we could put under 

homeland defense, or where we could 

put it under the Defense Department, if 

the Department of Transportation is 

uncomfortable with it, what better an 

area for the security of our airports? 
There is no distinction between pro-

viding security for our borders with the 

Border Patrol on the ground and pro-

viding security for our air traffic and 

for those people who fly through the 

air across those borders. It is the same 

concept. I think most people in the 

country understand that. 
I hope the Senate is going to quickly 

get enough business of paying atten-

tion to this issue and resolving it 

today. It has been 3 weeks now. One 

would have thought this would have 

been one of the first things we would 

have done almost by edict and that it 

would have initially been on the table. 
We have seen the extraordinary proc-

ess of sort of back and forth going on 

now as to whether or not we ought to 

do it. I don’t think this enters into the 

realm of politics. I don’t think security 

has a label of Democrat or Republican 

on it. It has a common sense label. 
What is the best way to guarantee 

that you are going to have security in 

an airport? If you have a whole bunch 

of different companies, each of which 

bid, even if you have the Federal stand-

ards, even if you have Federal super-

vision, they are hired by private sector 

entities. They belong in one airport to 

one group and in another airport to an-

other group. You don’t get the esprit 

de corps. You don’t get the horizontal 

and vertical accountability and man-

agement that you get by having the 

civil service standard. That is why we 

have an INS. That is why we have a 

Border Patrol. That is why we have an 

ATF. That is why we have all of these 

other entities that are either State or 

Federal law enforcement entities, be-

cause they guarantee the capacity of 

the chain of command, they guarantee 

accountability, they guarantee the 

training, and they guarantee ulti-

mately that we will give the American 

people the security they need. 
I want to add one other thing. It is 

not on this bill. I think we have to pass 

this bill rapidly. There is a whole dif-

ferent group within the Senate who, 

because of their opposition to trains, 

Amtrak, ports and so forth, somehow 

have a cloudy view of what we may 

need to do to provide security for our 

rails. But there is absolutely no dis-

tinction whatsoever between those who 

get on an airplane and travel and those 

who get on a train and travel. In point 

of fact, there are more people in a tun-

nel at one time on two trains passing 

in that tunnel than there are on sev-

eral 747s in the sky at the same mo-

ment—thousands of people. We have al-

ready seen what a fire in a tunnel can 

do in Baltimore. We have tunnels up 

and down the east coast. We have 

bridges. All of these, if we are indeed 

facing the kind of long-term threat 

that people have talked about—and we 

believe we are—need to have adequate 

security.
I was recently abroad, and I got on a 

train. I went through the exact same 

security procedures to get on that 

train as I do in an airport under the 

strictest examination—interview, ex-

amination of ID, and thorough inspec-

tion and screening of your bags. You 

can walk down to Union Station, go to 

any train station in America, and pile 

on with a bag. You can get off at any 

station and leave your bag on the 

train. Nobody will know the difference. 
We have an absolute responsibility in 

the Senate to be rapid in resolving this 

question of train security just as we 

are trying to resolve this question of 

airline security. 
A lot of these ideas have been around 

for a long time. We have always had 

the ugly head of bureaucracy raising 

its objections for one reason or another 

against common sense. We are not even 

looking for the amount of money that 

almost every poll in the country has 

said the American people are prepared 

to spend. Ask anybody. Ask any of the 

families in New York, or in Wash-

ington, or any part of this country who 

suffered a loss on September 11, what 

they would be willing to pay on any 
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ticket to guarantee that they knew 

their loved ones were safe. We are talk-

ing about a few dollars per ticket to be 

able to guarantee that we have the 

strongest capacity and never again 

have an incident in the air, certainly 

because we weren’t prepared to do what 

was necessary. 
There is no more urgent business be-

fore the Senate today. I hope the Sen-

ate will quickly restore itself as it was 

in the last few weeks to be able to dis-

card ideology, discard politics, and dis-

card sort of the baggage of past years 

to be able to find the unity and the 

common sense that have guided us 

these days and which have made the 

Nation proud. We need to do what pro-

vides the greatest level of security in 

our country, and that means a Federal 

system of screeners, and most of those 

people responsible for access to our air-

craft and other forms of travel. 
I yield the floor. 

f 

MILLIKEN JOINS HALL OF FAME 

FOR TEXTILES 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, on 

September 10, Roger Milliken, a distin-

guished American, was inducted as a 

charter member of the Textile Hall of 

Fame in Lowell, MA. 
Roger Milliken has long been a lead-

er in the textile industry and his induc-

tion as a charter member of the Textile 

Hall of Fame was well-deserved. But 

Roger Milliken is far more than an out-

standing American industry leader. He 

is a true patriot, and his love of coun-

try constantly manifests itself in 

countless ways. 
Roger Milliken’s genuine commit-

ment to the health of the American 

economy is unfailing and unyielding. It 

is typical of his nature and his fidelity 

to his country that he used the occa-

sion of his induction into the Textile 

Hall of Fame to sound a warning about 

the continuing erosion of the U.S. man-

ufacturing base—and the hollowing-out 

of the U.S. economy—by the displace-

ment of solid manufacturing jobs in 

America to low-wage paying countries 

all over the world. 
You see, Roger Milliken has stead-

fastly supported keeping American 

manufacturing strong but too often, 

his wise counsel has gone unheeded by 

the so-called ‘‘trade experts.’’ 
But make no mistake, in the name of 

globalization, our trade policy is, in 

fact, encouraging overproduction, as 

subsidized foreign industries flood the 

global market and bring prices in this 

country below the cost of domestic pro-

duction.
The economic threat has been eating 

away at our manufacturing base slowly 

but surely. In this year alone, the ma-

lignancy will result in the loss of 1 mil-

lion American manufacturing jobs. In 

the U.S. textile industry, more than 

600,000 jobs have been lost since 

NAFTA and the Uruguay Round’s 

Agreement on Textiles and Clothing 

became effective in 1995. 
Sadly, precious little attention is 

being paid to the real victims of this 

trade policy: the small towns and me-

dium-sized cities throughout America 

devastated by plant closings and job 

losses. The textile and apparel industry 

in the South is only one part of the 

tragedy. The same can be said of the 

auto industry, the steel industry, and 

even the high-tech semiconductor in-

dustry in California. 
Roger Milliken’s eloquent statement 

on behalf of American manufacturing 

rings clear, and it merits the attention 

of the Senate. I therefore ask that ex-

cerpts from the Milliken statement— 

entitled ‘‘The Wealth of Nations: U.S. 

Manufacturing in Serious Trouble’’ be 

printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

THE WEALTH OF NATIONS: U.S. 

MANUFACTURING IN SERIOUS TROUBLE

(By Roger Milliken) 

Today almost all of the manufacturing in-

dustries in the United States are in serious 

trouble. I would like to take this time and 

this place to light a fire of debate on the se-

rious consequences of that statement on the 

future of our country. . . . 

Thanks to Thomas Edison’s invention of 

the electric light, our industry learned in 

World War I that textile machinery could 

run at night as well as during 12-hour day-

time-only shifts. 

At the end of that war, we found ourselves 

with 18 million spindles in place north of the 

Mason-Dixon line and 18 million spindles 

south of the Mason-Dixon line, all of which 

could be run around the clock. Our produc-

tion capacity had been doubled. 

Seventy years later, 1990, after a long pe-

riod of fair competition, we found ourselves 

with 18 million modernized, surviving spin-

dles in the South and 800,000 in the North, 

producing more products and higher quality 

than the 36 million spindles after World War 

I.

Today we are told that during that period 

the U.S. went from an agrarian economy to 

an industrial economy and that we are now 

similarly transitioning to an information- 

based economy. 

As I see it, the main thing wrong with that 

comparison is that in the first transition our 

country did not lose either the farms or the 

products of those farms. In fact, agricultural 

production increased as new technologies 

were introduced. Today, our country con-

tinues to produce a surplus of agricultural 

goods.

During the current transition, the U.S. is 

losing both its manufacturing plants and the 

products manufactured in them, as well as 

the jobs they provide—thus putting at risk 

our leadership position as the strongest man-

ufacturing economy in the world. 

GLOBALIZATION’S FATAL FLAWS

Our founding fathers, specifically Alex-

ander Hamilton, understood the importance 

of manufacturing. The second act of the 

First Congress imposed tariffs on manufac-

tured goods from abroad. This encouraged 

our new nation, and its people, to develop 

our own manufacturing base rather than 

merely exporting low-value raw materials to 

our former colonial masters and importing 

back from them the high value-added fin-

ished goods. . . . 
Now as our country stands alone as the 

world’s last remaining superpower, we in 

textiles and almost all of U.S. manufac-

turing find ourselves at risk of losing what 

our forefathers fought so hard to create. This 

is neither necessary nor wise. 
. . . At the current rate, we may end this 

decade with as few as seven economically 

viable manufacturing industries remaining 

in America. 
A recent survey of manufacturing revealed 

that 36 of our 44 existing manufacturing in-

dustries had an adverse balance of trade and 

had cut substantial numbers of jobs this 

year. The hemorrhage continues. 
All U.S. manufacturing employment is 

shrinking at a pace which will eliminate 1 

million high-paying, middle-class jobs this 

year alone. This is four times what we lost in 

the year 2000. Actual employment levels in 

our vitally important manufacturing sector 

have already fallen to levels last seen in 1963. 
We are in an era of so-called globalization, 

and everyone talks about the new economy. 

We have been lured into thinking that the 

negative aspects of these trends are both 

unstoppable and inexorable. 
Isn’t it our leaders’ responsibility to en-

sure that this country and its people survive 

this period strong and prosperous? 
A fatal flaw of the current idea of 

globalization is the lack of recognition that 

subsidized global production creates a strong 

incentive to create overproduction that out-

strips global demand. 
A further flaw is the lack of recognition 

that in emerging economies the people and 

manufacturing production workers are not 

paid enough to buy what they make. Instead, 

the fruits of their labor are subsidized and 

shipped to the United States, which serves as 

the market of first and last resort. 
In the process, our standard of living is un-

dermined, and both political and economic 

instability is increased. . . . 
Mounting consumer debt helped fuel the 

boom of the 1990s. Despite strong produc-

tivity growth, the 80 percent of our country’s 

wage earners and their families who work for 

others have not seen an increase in their real 

income over the past 20 years. 
As increase in purchasing power stagnated 

because of the massive shifts of good, well- 

paying jobs to low-cost emerging economies, 

we continued our growth of consumer spend-

ing, but we did it on credit. Consequently, 

the American consumers have been spending 

more than their earnings at the expense of 

savings. The result is that we are consuming 

a billion dollars more in manufactured goods 

each day than we produce. These facts are a 

prescription for social, political and eco-

nomic unrest. 
Our manufacturing base is being eroded as 

dollars are diverted from wealth creation to 

wealth consumption. If economic history has 

any lesson for us, it is that a nation’s well- 

being is determined by what it produces, not 

by how much it consumes. 

ALTAR OF FREE AND UNFETTERED TRADE

While technologies always present new op-

portunities and challenges, globalism is not 

a new idea. It was born around the time of 

Columbus, and most of world politics has 

been about how to control it ever since. Past 

and present administrations in Washington 

seem to think globalization is something 

new for which the lessons of history are ir-

relevant.
George Santayana is quoted as saying, 

‘‘Those who can’t remember the past are 

condemned to repeat it.’’ 
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A Spanish leader in 1675 bragged about 

Spain’s trade deficit, asserting ‘‘all the 

world’s manufacturing serves her and she 

serves nobody.’’ However, when its gold and 

silver ran out, Spain found that its indus-

trial development had withered; it had only 

debts to show for its orgy of manufactured 

imports and consumption. That Spanish em-

pire collapsed, and those countries who had 

expanded their manufacturing capabilities 

by selling to Spain were the new world pow-

ers.
Thus it also was with the later demise of 

the Dutch empire and subsequently the great 

British Empire, ‘‘upon which the sun never 

set.’’
Beguiled by the siren songs of banking, in-

surance, shipping and services, they ulti-

mately surrendered their world pre-eminence 

as nations. The Spanish, Dutch and British 

had all neglected their nations’ manufac-

turing bases. 
Could this happen to the U.S.A.? Or more 

to the point, is it happening? 
I believe the process is already under way, 

and if we continue sacrificing our manufac-

turing base on the altar of free and unfet-

tered trade, we will go the way of others. 
I believe it is happening because our lead-

ers in Washington remain unconcerned about 

our near three trillion dollars of accumu-

lated debt flowing from the dramatic growth 

of our adverse balance of trade. In the span 

of the last dozen years, we have gone from 

being the world’s largest creditor nation to 

being its largest debtor nation. And no end 

and no limits are in sight. . . . 
Lester Thurow, of MIT fame, in his book 

‘‘The Future of Capitalism’’ (1996) said: ‘‘If 

there is one rule of international economics, 

it is that no country can run a large trade 

deficit forever. Trade deficits need to be fi-

nanced, and it is simply impossible to borrow 

enough to keep up with the compound inter-

est. Yet all the world trade, especially that 

on the Pacific Rim, depends upon most of 

this world being able to run trade surpluses 

with the United States that will allow them 

to pay for their trade deficits with Japan. 

When the lending to America stops, and it 

will stop, what happens to current world 

trade flows?’’ 

BANKRUPTING RACE TO THE BOTTOM

I believe that in a world where the Amer-

ican standard of living, as well as power, is 

being daily challenged, our political leaders 

in Washington must defend the economic 

base upon which Americans depend for their 

security and their livelihoods. 
Our leaders cannot expect to keep the pub-

lic trust if they abdicate their responsibil-

ities to the electorate by making decisions 

to placate bankers and Wall Street-pressured 

corporate managers who exhibit diminishing 

national concerns. 
Everyone forgets that when Adam Smith 

called his seminal work on economics ‘‘The 

Wealth of Nations,’’ he was arguing against 

the notion that trade was the source of na-

tional wealth when, to the contrary, he was 

arguing that domestic manufacturing was 

the true source of national wealth. 
In his hierarchy of economic activity, agri-

culture came first because of the need to feed 

the people; a strong domestic manufacturing 

base was second as the core of national 

growth; trade was rated third in importance, 

and was to be used only to acquire resources 

or luxuries not available at home. 
Smith understood that those nations who 

focus on trade to the neglect of domestic 

manufacturing industry may be enriching 

themselves but may also be doing the coun-

try great harm. 

‘‘The beginning of wisdom on trade, and in-

deed all economic policy, is to understand 

that the purposes of a national economy are 

to enrich all its people, to strengthen its 

families, its communities and thereby sta-

bilize society. The economy should serve us, 

not the other way around.’’ 

My friend the late Sir James Goldsmith 

understood this imperative. He also under-

stood that the U.S. economy—and the world 

economy itself—cannot be returned to a sus-

tainable course unless we redress the recent 

massive global imbalances between con-

sumption and growing overproduction. He 

recognized that only one basic approach to 

globalization could accomplish this goal. 

He proposed that the United States make 

clear to its trading partners, and its own 

multinational companies, that if their prod-

ucts are to be sold in the United States, they 

must be made substantially in the United 

States.

As Sir James argued: ‘‘America should use 

its matchless market power to ensure that 

foreign and American corporations become 

good corporate citizens of the United States. 

They should bring us their capital and their 

technologies and invest in the U.S.A. This 

would require them to hire workers in the 

U.S., pay American wages, pay U.S. taxes, 

preserve the environment, ensure human 

rights, and compete on the level playing 

field that does exist among the 50 states. 

. . .’’ 

They should be reminded that since the 

American market is by far the most impor-

tant in the world, entry is not a right, but a 

privilege. In other words, there should be a 

price and a reward for doing business in the 

United States—making meaningful, long- 

term contributions to America’s continued 

security and prosperity, and preserving the 

global environment. 

Only then can we make sure we are engag-

ing our people in a race to the top, in living 

standards; economic stability; quality of life; 

and personal security—not in a bankrupting 

race to the bottom. . . . 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

CANTWELL). The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, just for 

purposes of making an announcement, 

there have been a number of Senators 

who have contacted Senator DASCHLE

and myself asking about next week’s 

schedule. We will have a Tuesday 

morning vote. So everyone should un-

derstand that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 

f 

THE AVIATION SECURITY BILL 

Mr. DURBIN. First, Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent to be 

added as a cosponsor of S. 1447, the 

Aviation Security Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AFTER SEPTEMBER 11 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, 

since September 11 there has been such 

a flood of emotions in America over the 

events of that day. I think all of us 

have been transformed by the experi-

ence and transformed by some of our 

fellow Americans and what they have 

said and what they have done. 

Some of the things that have been 

written are extraordinary. In just one 

moment, I am going to submit for the 

RECORD one that I think is exceptional, 

a piece from the BusinessWeek maga-

zine of October 1, 2001, by a writer 

named Bruce Nussbaum entitled, ‘‘Real 

Masters Of The Universe.’’ I will not 

read the entire article, but I will sub-

mit it for the RECORD. I would like to 

quote a few sentences from it. He said 

some things with which I agree and I 

think help to put our experience into 

some perspective: 

A subtle shift in the American zeitgeist 

took place on Sept. 11. It’s hard to define, 

and it may not last. But on the day of the 

World Trade Center cataclysm, the country 

changed. Big, beefy working-class guys be-

came heroes once again, replacing the tele-

genic financial analysts and techno-billion-

aires who once had held the Nation in thrall. 

Uniforms and public service became ‘‘in.’’ 

Real sacrifice and real courage were on 

graphic display. 

Maybe it was the class reversals that were 

so revealing. Men and women making 40 

grand a year working for the city respond-

ing—risking their own lives—to save invest-

ment bankers and traders making 10 times 

that amount. And dying by the hundreds for 

their effort. The image of self-sacrifice by 

civil servants in uniform was simply breath-

taking.

For Americans conditioned in the ’90s to 

think of oneself first, to be rich above all 

else, to accumulate all the good material 

things, to take safety and security for grant-

ed, this was a new reality. So was the con-

trast of genuine bravery to the faux values of 

reality TV shows such as Survivor. 

He concludes: 

Tragedy has the power to transform us. 

But rarely is the transformation permanent. 

People and societies revert back to the 

norm. But what is the ‘‘norm’’ for America? 

Where are this nation’s true values? Have we 

stripped too much away in recent years in 

order to make us lean and mean for the race 

to riches? It is hard to look at the images of 

the World Trade Center rescue again and 

again. At least once, however, we should 

look at what the rescuers are teaching us, 

about what matters—and who. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent this article be printed in the 

RECORD.

There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

[From Business Week, Oct. 1, 2001] 

REAL MASTERS OF THE UNIVERSE

(By Bruce Nussbaum) 

A subtle shift in the American zeitgeist 

took place on Sept. 11. It’s hard to define, 

and it may not last. But on the day of the 

World Trade Center cataclysm, the country 

changed. Big, beefy working-class guys be-

came heroes once again, replacing the tele-

genic financial analysts and techno-billion-

aires who once had held the nation in thrall. 

Uniforms and public service became ‘‘in.’’ 

Real sacrifice and real courage were on 

graphic display. 

Maybe it was the class reversals that were 

so revealing. Men and women making 40 
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grand a year working for the city respond-

ing—risking their own lives—to save invest-

ment bankers and traders making 10 times 

that amount. And dying by the hundreds for 

the effort. The image of self-sacrifice by civil 

servants in uniform was simply breath-

taking.
For Americans conditioned in the ’90s to 

think of oneself first, to be rich above all 

else, to accumulate all the good material 

things, to take safety and security for grant-

ed, this was a new reality. So was the con-

trast of genuine bravery to the faux values of 

reality TV shows such as Survivor. 

SEA OF FLAGS

Noteworthy, too, was America’s quick re-

turn to family, community, church, and pa-

triotism in the aftermath of the tragedy. 

People became polite and generous to one 

another without prodding. On that day and 

the days that followed, they told their wives 

and husbands and children and parents and 

significant others they loved them. And the 

flags, the sea of flags that appeared out of 

nowhere and spread everywhere, worn by 

business-suited managers and eyebrow- 

pierced, tattooed teenagers. As if by magic, 

city taxicabs, building canopies, and nearly 

every truck in sight were flying flags. 
The offerings of food, money, and blood 

were overwhelming. The generosity was un-

surpassed in our memories. But the manner 

in which perfect strangers went out of their 

way to help one another in all kinds of situa-

tions was most amazing. To the surprise of 

its residents, New York became a small-town 

community. The day-to-day antagonisms 

among the citizenry melted away. 
The rush to church, synagogue, and, yes, 

mosque was equally unusual. People re-

turned to their religious ceremonies and con-

gregations in huge numbers for support and 

guidance. The overflow at the doors dem-

onstrated that many who had not visited in 

years showed up to participate in the famil-

iar and comforting liturgies of their child-

hoods. They joined with their neighbors in 

mourning.

LESSONS TAUGHT

It was, for a moment, an old America peek-

ing out from behind the new, me-now Amer-

ica. We saw a glimpse of a country of shared 

values, not competing interest groups; of 

common cause, not hateful opposition. There 

were a few exceptions: Jerry Falwell declar-

ing we brought the death and destruction 

down on ourselves because of homosexuality, 

abortion, and the American Civil Liberties 

Union. A silly, stupid comment to be dis-

missed in light of the comity of the day—but 

an extremist remark nonetheless made in 

the name of God. How sad. 
Tragedy has the power to transform us. 

But rarely is the transformation permanent. 

People and societies revert back to the 

norm. But what is the ‘‘norm’’ for America? 

Where are this nation’s true values? Have we 

stripped too much away in recent years in 

order to make us lean and mean for the race 

to riches? It is hard to look at the images of 

the World Trade Center rescue again and 

again. At least once, however, we should 

look at what the rescuers are teaching us, 

about what matters—and who. 

Mr. DURBIN. I recall a few days after 

this tragedy making a telephone call to 

a friend of mine, a very successful busi-

ness executive in Chicago, just to ask 

him how things were going. He said to 

me on the phone what this article said. 

He said: The roaring nineties are over. 

We are going into a new era. 

As this article says, he believes it is 
an era that focuses on a lot of other 
things, whether it is family, commu-
nity, and church, values that all of us 
hold dear, and certainly a new respect 
for this great Nation, which has been 
symbolized by the sea of flags that you 

see in every community across Illinois 

and across the Nation. 
It is a time of testing for this coun-

try, and we will rise to that challenge, 

I am certain. We will count our friends. 
Madam President, I would like to 

also make a part of the RECORD—I will 

ask for consent in a moment—one of 

the most amazing speeches that I have 

read. It is a speech by someone who is 

not an American but who commented 

on our experience and then pledged his 

alliance, his friendship, and his soli-

darity to help us in our effort. I refer 

to British Prime Minister Tony Blair, 

who gave an exceptional speech on soli-

darity with the United States in our 

war on terrorism. But it was much 

more than that. It was a call to united 

international action to work for de-

mocracy, prosperity, and freedom. 
Out of this tragedy, Prime Minister 

Blair sees an opportunity to remake 

our world and to reflect the values we 

hold dear. His inspiring call is for a 

progressive vision of the future where 

the world community, as a community, 

works for economic growth and social 

justice, and to end regional conflicts. 

We, in the United States, have been too 

caught up in dealing with our imme-

diate crisis, from time to time, to see 

that this is, as Prime Minister Blair 

says, ‘‘a moment to seize.’’ 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that Prime Minister Blair’s en-

tire speech be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the speech 

was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

SPEECH BY BRITISH PRIME MINISTER TONY

BLAIR

In retrospect, the Millennium marked only 

a moment in time. It was the events of Sep-

tember 11 that marked a turning point in 

history, where we confront the dangers of 

the future and assess the choices facing hu-

mankind.
It was a tragedy. An act of evil. From this 

nation, goes our deepest sympathy and pray-

ers for the victims and our profound soli-

darity with the American people. 
We were with you at the first. We will stay 

with you to the last. 
Just two weeks ago, in New York, after the 

church service I met some of the families of 

the British victims. 
It was in many ways a very British occa-

sion. Tea and biscuits. It was raining out-

side. Around the edge of the room, strangers 

making small talk, trying to be normal peo-

ple in an abnormal situation. 
And as you crossed the room, you felt the 

longing and sadness; hands clutching photos 

of sons and daughters, wives and husbands; 

imploring you to believe them when they 

said there was still an outside chance of 

their loved ones being found alive, when you 

knew in truth that all hope was gone. 
And then a middle-aged mother looks you 

in the eyes and tells you her only son has 

died, and asks you: why? 

I tell you: you do not feel like the most 

powerful person in the country at times like 

that.

Because there is no answer. There is no 

justification for their pain. Their son did 

nothing wrong. The woman, seven months 

pregnant, whose child will never know its fa-

ther, did nothing wrong. 

They don’t want revenge. They want some-

thing better in memory of their loved ones. 

I believe their memorial can and should be 

greater than simply the punishment of the 

guilty. It is that out of the shadow of this 

evil, should emerge lasting good: destruction 

of the machinery of terrorism wherever it is 

found; hope amongst all nations of a new be-

ginning where we seek to resolve differences 

in a calm and ordered way; greater under-

standing between nations and between 

faiths; and above all justice and prosperity 

for the poor and dispossessed, so that people 

everywhere can see the chance of a better fu-

ture through the hard work and creative 

power of the free citizen, not the violence 

and savagery of the fanatic. 

I know that here in Britain people are anx-

ious, even a little frightened. I understand 

that. People know we must act but they 

worry what might follow. 

They worry about the economy and talk of 

recession.

And, of course there are dangers; it is a 

new situation. But the fundamentals of the 

US, British and European economies are 

strong.

Every reasonable measure of internal secu-

rity is being undertaken. 

Our way of life is a great deal stronger and 

will last a great deal longer than the actions 

of fanatics, small in number and now facing 

a unified world against them. 

People should have confidence. 

This is a battle with only one outcome: our 

victory not theirs. 

What happened on 11 September was with-

out parallel in the bloody history of ter-

rorism.

Within a few hours, up to 7000 people were 

annihilated, the commercial centre of New 

York was reduced to rubble and in Wash-

ington and Pennsylvania further death and 

horror on an unimaginable scale. Let no one 

say this was a blow for Islam when the blood 

of innocent Muslims was shed along with 

those of the Christian, Jewish and other 

faiths around the world. 

We know those responsible. In Afghanistan 

are scores of training camps for the export of 

terror. Chief amongst the sponsors and 

organisers is Usama Bin Laden. 

He is supported, shielded and given succour 

by the Taliban regime. 

Two days before the 11 September attacks, 

Masood, the leader of the opposition North-

ern Alliance, was assassinated by two suicide 

bombers. Both were linked to Bin Laden. 

Some may call that coincidence. I call it 

payment—payment in the currency these 

people deal in: blood. 

Be in no doubt: Bin Laden and his people 

organised this atrocity. The Taliban aid and 

abet him. He will not desist from further 

acts of terror. They will not stop helping 

him.

Whatever the dangers of the action we 

take, the dangers of inaction are far, far 

greater.

Look for a moment at the Taliban regime. 

It is undemocratic. That goes without say-

ing.

There is no sport allowed, or television or 

photography. No art or culture is permitted. 

All other faiths, all other interpretations of 

Islam are ruthlessly suppressed. Those who 
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practice their faith are imprisoned. Women 

are treated in a way almost too revolting to 

be credible. First driven out of university; 

girls not allowed to go to school; no legal 

rights; unable to go out of doors without a 

man. Those that disobey are stoned. 

There is now no contact permitted with 

western agencies, even those delivering food. 

The people live in abject poverty. It is a re-

gime founded on fear and funded on the 

drugs trade. The biggest drugs hoard in the 

world is in Afghanistan, controlled by the 

Taliban. Ninety per cent of the heroin on 

British streets originates in Afghanistan. 

The arms the Taliban are buying today are 

paid for with the lives of young British peo-

ple buying their drugs on British streets. 

That is another part of their regime that 

we should seek to destroy. 

So what do we do? 

Don’t overreact some say. We aren’t. 

We haven’t lashed out. No missiles on the 

first night just for effect. 

Don’t kill innocent people. We are not the 

ones who waged war on the innocent. We 

seek the guilty. 

Look for a diplomatic solution. There is no 

diplomacy with Bin Laden or the Taliban re-

gime.

State an ultimatum and get their response. 

We stated the ultimatum; they haven’t re-

sponded.

Understand the causes of terror. Yes, we 

should try, but let there be no moral ambi-

guity about this: nothing could ever justify 

the events of 11 September, and it is to turn 

justice on its head to pretend it could. 

The action we take will be proportionate; 

targeted; we will do all we humanly can to 

avoid civilian casualties. But understand 

what we are dealing with. Listen to the calls 

of those passengers on the planes. Think of 

the children on them, told they were going 

to die. 

Think of the cruelty beyond our com-

prehension as amongst the screams and the 

anguish of the innocent, those hijackers 

drove at full throttle planes laden with fuel 

into buildings where tens of thousands 

worked.

They have no moral inhibition on the 

slaughter of the innocent. If they could have 

murdered not 7,000 but 70,000 does anyone 

doubt they would have done so and rejoiced 

in it? 

There is no compromise possible with such 

people, no meeting of minds, no point of un-

derstanding with such terror. 

Just a choice: defeat it or be defeated by it. 

And defeat it we must. 

Any action taken will be against the ter-

rorist network of Bin Laden. 

As for the Taliban, they can surrender the 

terrorists; or face the consequences and 

again in any action the aim will be to elimi-

nate their military hardware, cut off their fi-

nances, disrupt their supplies, target their 

troops, not civilians. We will put a trap 

around the regime. 

I say to the Taliban: surrender the terror-

ists; or surrender power. It’s your choice. 

We will take action at every level, na-

tional and international, in the UN, in G8, in 

the EU, in NATO, in every regional grouping 

in the world, to strike at international ter-

rorism wherever it exists. 

For the first time, the UN security council 

has imposed mandatory obligations on all 

UN members to cut off terrorist financing 

and end safe havens for terrorists. 

Those that finance terror, those who laun-

der their money, those that cover their 

tracks are every bit as guilty as the fanatic 

who commits the final act. 

Here in this country and in other nations 

round the world, laws will be changed, not to 

deny basic liberties but to prevent their 

abuse and protect the most basic liberty of 

all: freedom from terror. New extradition 

laws will be introduced; new rules to ensure 

asylum is not a front for terrorist entry. 

This country is proud of its tradition in giv-

ing asylum to those fleeing tyranny. We will 

always do so. But we have a duty to protect 

the system from abuse. 

It must be overhauled radically so that 

from now on, those who abide by the rules 

get help and those that don’t, can no longer 

play the system to gain unfair advantage 

over others. 

Round the world, 11 September is bringing 

Governments and people to reflect, consider 

and change. And in this process, amidst all 

the talk of war and action, there is another 

dimension appearing. 

There is a coming together. The power of 

community is asserting itself. We are 

realising how fragile are our frontiers in the 

face of the world’s new challenges. 

Today conflicts rarely stay within national 

boundaries.

Today a tremor in one financial market is 

repeated in the markets of the world. 

Today confidence is global; either its pres-

ence or its absence. 

Today the threat is chaos; because for peo-

ple with work to do, family life to balance, 

mortgages to pay, careers to further, pen-

sions to provide, the yearning is for order 

and stability and if it doesn’t exist else-

where, it is unlikely to exist here. 

I have long believed this interdependence 

defines the new world we live in. 

People say: we are only acting because it’s 

the USA that was attacked. Double stand-

ards, they say. But when Milosevic embarked 

on the ethnic cleansing of Muslims in 

Kosovo, we acted. 

The sceptics said it was pointless, we’d 

make matters worse, we’d make Milosevic 

stronger and look what happened, we won, 

the refugees went home, the policies of eth-

nic cleansing were reversed and one of the 

great dictators of the last century, will see 

justice in this century. 

And I tell you if Rwanda happened again 

today as it did in 1993, when a million people 

were slaughtered in cold blood, we would 

have a moral duty to act there also. We were 

there in Sierra Leone when a murderous 

group of gangsters threatened its democrat-

ically elected Government and people. 

And we as a country should, and I as Prime 

Minister do, give thanks for the brilliance, 

dedication and sheer professionalism of the 

British Armed Forces. 

We can’t do it all. Neither can the Ameri-

cans.

But the power of the international commu-

nity could, together, if it chose to. 

It could, with our help, sort out the blight 

that is the continuing conflict in the Demo-

cratic Republic of the Congo, where three 

million people have died through war or fam-

ine in the last decade. 

A Partnership for Africa, between the de-

veloped and developing world based around 

the New African Initiative, is there to be 

done if we find the will. 

On our side: provide more aid, untied to 

trade; write off debt; help with good govern-

ance and infrastructure; training to the sol-

diers, with UN blessing, in conflict resolu-

tion; encouraging investment; and access to 

our markets so that we practise the free 

trade we are so fond of preaching. 

But it’s a deal: on the African side: true de-

mocracy, no more excuses for dictatorship, 

abuses of human rights; no tolerance of bad 

governance, from the endemic corruption of 

some states, to the activities of Mr Mugabe’s 

henchmen in Zimbabwe. Proper commercial, 

legal and financial systems. 

The will, with our help, to broker agree-

ments for peace and provide troops to police 

them.

The state of Africa is a scar on the con-

science of the world. But if the world as a 

community focused on it, we could heal it. 

And if we don’t, it will become deeper and 

angrier.

We could defeat climate change if we chose 

to. Kyoto is right. We will implement it and 

call upon all other nations to do so. 

But it’s only a start. With imagination, we 

could use or find the technologies that cre-

ate energy without destroying our planet; we 

could provide work and trade without defor-

estation.

If humankind was able, finally, to make in-

dustrial progress without the factory condi-

tions of the 19th Century; surely we have the 

wit and will to develop economically without 

despoiling the very environment we depend 

upon. And if we wanted to, we could breathe 

new life into the Middle East Peace Process 

and we must. 

The state of Israel must be given recogni-

tion by all; freed from terror; know that it is 

accepted as part of the future of the Middle 

East not its very existence under threat. The 

Palestinians must have justice, the chance 

to prosper and in their own land, as equal 

partners with Israel in that future. 

We know that. It is the only way, just as 

we know in our own peace process, in North-

ern Ireland, there will be no unification of 

Ireland except by consent—and there will be 

no return to the days of unionist or Protes-

tant supremacy because those days have no 

place in the modern world. So the unionists 

must accept justice and equality for nation-

alists.

The Republicans must show they have 

given up violence—not just a ceasefire but 

weapons put beyond use. And not only the 

Republicans, but those people who call them-

selves Loyalists, but who by acts of ter-

rorism, sully the name of the United King-

dom.

We know this also. The values we believe 

in should shine through what we do in Af-

ghanistan.

To the Afghan people we make this com-

mitment. The conflict will not be the end. 

We will not walk away, as the outside world 

has done so many times before. 

If the Taliban regime changes, we will 

work with you to make sure its successor is 

one that is broad-based, that unites all eth-

nic groups, and that offers some way out of 

the miserable poverty that is your present 

existence.

And, more than ever now, with every bit as 

much thought and planning, we will assem-

ble a humanitarian coalition alongside the 

military coalition so that inside and outside 

Afghanistan, the refugees, millions on the 

move even before September 11, are given 

shelter, food and help during the winter 

months.

The world community must show as much 

its capacity for compassion as for force. 

The critics will say: but how can the world 

be a community? Nations act in their own 

self-interest. Of course they do. But what is 

the lesson of the financial markets, climate 

change, international terrorism, nuclear pro-

liferation or world trade? It is that our self- 

interest and our mutual interests are today 

inextricably woven together. 

This is the politics of globalisation. 
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I realise why people protest against 

globalisation.

We watch aspects of it with trepidation. 

We feel powerless, as if we were now pushed 

to and fro by forces far beyond our control. 

But there’s a risk that political leaders, 

faced with street demonstrations, pander to 

the argument rather than answer it. The 

demonstrators are right to say there’s injus-

tice, poverty, environmental degradation. 

But globalisation is a fact and, by and 

large, it is driven by people. 

Not just in finance, but in communication, 

in technology, increasingly in culture, in 

recreation. In the world of the internet, in-

formation technology and TV, there will be 

globalisation. And in trade, the problem is 

not there’s too much of it; on the contrary 

there’s too little of it. 

The issue is not how to stop globalisation. 

The issue is how we use the power of com-

munity to combine it with justice. If 

globalisation works only for the benefit of 

the few, then it will fail and will deserve to 

fail.

But if we follow the principles that have 

served us so well at home—that power, 

wealth and opportunity must be in the hands 

of the many, not the few—if we make that 

our guiding light for the global economy, 

then it will be a force for good and an inter-

national movement that we should take 

pride in leading. 

Because the alternative to globalisation is 

isolation.

Confronted by this reality, round the 

world, nations are instinctively drawing to-

gether. In Quebec, all the countries of North 

and South America deciding to make one 

huge free trade area, rivalling Europe. 

In Asia. In Europe, the most integrated 

grouping of all, we are now 15 nations. An-

other 12 countries negotiating to join, and 

more beyond that. 

A new relationship between Russia and Eu-

rope is beginning. 

And will not India and China, each with 

three times as many citizens as the whole of 

the EU put together, once their economies 

have developed sufficiently as they will do, 

not reconfigure entirely the geopolitics of 

the world and in our lifetime? 

That is why, with 60 per cent of our trade 

dependent on Europe, three million jobs tied 

up with Europe, much of our political weight 

engaged in Europe, it would be a funda-

mental denial of our true national interest 

to turn our backs on Europe. 

We will never let that happen. 

For 50 years, Britain has, unchar-

acteristically, followed not led in Europe. At 

each and every step. 

There are debates central to our future 

coming up: how we reform European eco-

nomic policy; how we take forward European 

defence; how we fight organised crime and 

terrorism.

Britain needs its voice strong in Europe 

and bluntly Europe needs a strong Britain, 

rock solid in our alliance with the USA, yet 

determined to play its full part in shaping 

Europe’s destiny. 

We should only be part of the single cur-

rency if the economic conditions are met. 

They are not window-dressing for a political 

decision. They are fundamental. But if they 

are met, we should join, and if met in this 

parliament, we should have the courage of 

our argument, to ask the British people for 

their consent in this Parliament. 

Europe is not a threat to Britain. Europe is 

an opportunity. 

It is in taking the best of the Anglo-Saxon 

and European models of development that 

Britain’s hope of a prosperous future lies. 

The American spirit of enterprise; the Euro-

pean spirit of solidarity. We have, here also, 

an opportunity. Not just to build bridges po-

litically, but economically. 

What is the answer to the current crisis? 

Not isolationism but the world coming to-

gether with America as a community. 

What is the answer to Britain’s relations 

with Europe? Not opting out, but being lead-

ing members of a community in which, in al-

liance with others, we gain strength. 

What is the answer to Britain’s future? Not 

each person for themselves, but working to-

gether as a community to ensure that every-

one, not just the privileged few get the 

chance to succeed. 

This is an extraordinary moment for pro-

gressive politics. 

Our values are the right ones for this age: 

the power of community, solidarity, the col-

lective ability to further the individual’s in-

terests.

People ask me if I think ideology is dead. 

My answer is: 

In the sense of rigid forms of economic and 

social theory, yes. 

The 20th century killed those ideologies 

and their passing causes little regret. But, in 

the sense of a governing idea in politics, 

based on values, no. The governing idea of 

modern social democracy is community. 

Founded on the principles of social justice. 

That people should rise according to merit 

not birth; that the test of any decent society 

is not the contentment of the wealthy and 

strong, but the commitment to the poor and 

weak.

But values aren’t enough. The mantle of 

leadership comes at a price: the courage to 

learn and change; to show how values that 

stand for all ages, can be applied in a way 

relevant to each age. 

Our politics only succeed when the realism 

is as clear as the idealism. 

This party’s strength today comes from 

the journey of change and learning we have 

made.

We learnt that however much we strive for 

peace, we need strong defence capability 

where a peaceful approach fails. 

We learnt that equality is about equal 

worth, not equal outcomes. 

Today our idea of society is shaped around 

mutual responsibility; a deal, an agreement 

between citizens not a one-way gift, from the 

well-off to the dependent. 

Our economic and social policy today owes 

as much to the liberal social democratic tra-

dition of Lloyd George, Keynes and 

Beveridge as to the socialist principles of the 

1945 Government. 

Just over a decade ago, people asked if 

Labour could ever win again. Today they ask 

the same question of the Opposition. Painful 

though that journey of change has been, it 

has been worth it, every stage of the way. 

On this journey, the values have never 

changed. The aims haven’t. Our aims would 

be instantly recognisable to every Labour 

leader from Keir Hardie onwards. But the 

means do change. 

The journey hasn’t ended. It never ends. 

The next stage for New Labour is not back-

wards; it is renewing ourselves again. Just 

after the election, an old colleague of mine 

said: ‘‘Come on Tony, now we’ve won again, 

can’t we drop all this New Labour and do 

what we believe in?’’ 

I said: ‘‘It’s worse than you think. I really 

do believe in it.’’ 

We didn’t revolutionise British economic 

policy—Bank of England independence, 

tough spending rules—for some managerial 

reason or as a clever wheeze to steal Tory 

clothes.
We did it because the victims of economic 

incompetence—15 per cent interest rates, 3m 

unemployed—are hard-working families. 

They are the ones—and even more so, now— 

with tough times ahead—that the economy 

should be run for, not speculators, or cur-

rency dealers or senior executives whose pay 

packets don’t seem to bear any resemblance 

to the performance of their companies. 
Economic competence is the pre-condition 

of social justice. 
We have legislated for fairness at work, 

like the minimum wage which people strug-

gled a century for. But we won’t give up the 

essential flexibility of our economy or our 

commitment to enterprise. 
Why? Because in a world leaving behind 

mass production, where technology 

revolutionises not just companies but whole 

industries, almost overnight, enterprise cre-

ates the jobs people depend on. 
We have boosted pensions, child benefit, 

family incomes. We will do more. But our 

number one priority for spending is and will 

remain education. 
Why? Because in the new markets coun-

tries like Britain can only create wealth by 

brain power not low wages and sweatshop 

labour.
We have cut youth unemployment by 75 

per cent. 
By more than any government before us. 

But we refuse to pay benefit to those who 

refuse to work. Why? Because the welfare 

that works is welfare that helps people to 

help themselves. 
The graffiti, the vandalism, the burnt out 

cars, the street corner drug dealers, the teen-

age mugger just graduating from the minor 

school of crime: we’re not old fashioned or 

right-wing to take action against this social 

menace.
We’re standing up for the people we rep-

resent, who play by the rules and have a 

right to expect others to do the same. 
And especially at this time let us say: we 

celebrate the diversity in our country, get 

strength from the cultures and races that go 

to make up Britain today; and racist abuse 

and racist attacks have no place in the Brit-

ain we believe in. 
All these policies are linked by a common 

thread of principle. 
Now with this second term, our duty is not 

to sit back and bask in it. It is across the 

board, in competition policy, enterprise, pen-

sions, criminal justice, the civil service and 

of course public services, to go still further 

in the journey of change. All for the same 

reason: to allow us to deliver social justice 

in the modern world. 
Public services are the power of commu-

nity in action. 
They are social justice made real. The 

child with a good education flourishes. The 

child given a poor education lives with it for 

the rest of their life. How much talent and 

ability and potential do we waste? How 

many children never know not just the earn-

ing power of a good education but the joy of 

art and culture and the stretching of imagi-

nation and horizons which true education 

brings? Poor education is a personal tragedy 

and national scandal. 
Yet even now, with all the progress of re-

cent years, a quarter of 11-year-olds fail 

their basic tests and almost a half of 16 year 

olds don’t get five decent GCSEs. 
The NHS meant that for succeeding gen-

erations, anxiety was lifted from their shoul-

ders. For millions who get superb treatment 

still, the NHS remains the ultimate symbol 

of social justice. 
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But for every patient waiting in pain, that 

can’t get treatment for cancer or a heart 

condition or in desperation ends up paying 

for their operation, that patient’s suffering 

is the ultimate social injustice. 

And the demands on the system are ever 

greater. Children need to be better and bet-

ter educated. 

People live longer. There is a vast array of 

new treatment available. 

And expectations are higher. This is a con-

sumer age. People don’t take what they’re 

given. They demand more. 

We’re not alone in this. All round the 

world governments are struggling with the 

same problems. 

So what is the solution? Yes, public serv-

ices need more money. We are putting in the 

largest ever increases in NHS, education and 

transport spending in the next few years; and 

on the police too. We will keep to those 

spending plans. And I say in all honesty to 

the country: if we want that to continue and 

the choice is between investment and tax 

cuts, then investment must come first. 

There is a simple truth we all know. For 

decades there has been chronic under-invest-

ment in British public services. Our historic 

mission is to put that right; and the historic 

shift represented by the election of June 7 

was that investment to provide quality pub-

lic services for all comprehensively defeated 

short-term tax cuts for the few. 

We need better pay and conditions for the 

staff; better incentives for recruitment; and 

for retention. We’re getting them and re-

cruitment is rising. 

This year, for the first time in nearly a 

decade, public sector pay will rise faster 

than private sector pay. 

And we are the only major government in 

Europe this year to be increasing public 

spending on health and education as a per-

centage of our national income. 

This Party believes in public services; be-

lieves in the ethos of public service; and be-

lieves in the dedication the vast majority of 

public servants show; and the proof of it is 

that we’re spending more, hiring more and 

paying more than ever before. 

Public servants don’t do it for money or 

glory. They do it because they find fulfil-

ment in a child well taught or a patient well 

cared-for; or a community made safer and we 

salute them for it. 

All that is true. But this is also true. 

That often they work in systems and struc-

tures that are hopelessly old fashioned or 

even worse, work against the very goals they 

aim for. 

There are schools, with exactly the same 

social intake. One does well; the other badly. 

There are hospitals with exactly the same 

patient mix. One performs well; the other 

badly.

Without reform, more money and pay 

won’t succeed. 

First, we need a national framework of ac-

countability, inspection; and minimum 

standards of delivery. 

Second, within that framework, we need to 

free up local leaders to be able to innovate, 

develop and be creative. 

Third, there should be far greater flexi-

bility in the terms and conditions of employ-

ment of public servants. 

Fourth, there has to be choice for the user 

of public services and the ability, where pro-

vision of the service fails, to have an alter-

native provider. 

If schools want to develop or specialise in 

a particular area; or hire classroom assist-

ants or computer professionals as well as 

teachers, let them. If in a Primary Care 

Trust, doctors can provide minor surgery or 

physiotherapists see patients otherwise re-

ferred to a consultant, let them. 

There are too many old demarcations, es-

pecially between nurses, doctors and consult-

ants; too little use of the potential of new 

technology; too much bureaucracy, too 

many outdated practices, too great an adher-

ence to the way we’ve always done it rather 

than the way public servants would like to 

do it if they got the time to think and the 

freedom to act. 

It’s not reform that is the enemy of public 

services. It’s the status quo. 

Part of that reform programme is partner-

ship with the private or voluntary sector. 

Let’s get one thing clear. Nobody is talk-

ing about privatising the NHS or schools. 

Nobody believes the private sector is a 

panacea.

There are great examples of public service 

and poor examples. There are excellent pri-

vate sector companies and poor ones. There 

are areas where the private sector has 

worked well; and areas where, as with parts 

of the railways, it’s been a disaster. 

Where the private sector is used, it should 

not make a profit simply by cutting the 

wages and conditions of its staff. 

But where the private sector can help lever 

in vital capital investment, where it helps 

raise standards, where it improves the public 

service as a public service, then to set up 

some dogmatic barrier to using it, is to let 

down the very people who most need our 

public services to improve. 

This programme of reform is huge: in the 

NHS, education, including student finance,— 

we have to find a better way to combine 

state funding and student contributions 

criminal justice; and transport. 

I regard it as being as important for the 

country as Clause IV’s reform was for the 

Party, and obviously far more important for 

the lives of the people we serve. 

And it is a vital test for the modern 

Labour Party 

If people lose faith in public services, be 

under no illusion as to what will happen. 

There is a different approach waiting in 

the wings. Cut public spending drastically; 

let those that can afford to, buy their own 

services; and those that can’t, will depend on 

a demoralised, sink public service. That 

would be a denial of social justice on a mas-

sive scale. 

It would be contrary to the very basis of 

community.

So this is a battle of values. Let’s have 

that battle but not amongst ourselves. The 

real fight is between those who believe in 

strong public services and those who don’t. 

That’s the fight worth having. 

In all of this, at home and abroad, the 

same beliefs throughout: that we are a com-

munity of people, whose self-interest and 

mutual interest at crucial points merge, and 

that it is through a sense of justice that 

community is born and nurtured. 

And what does this concept of justice con-

sist of? 

Fairness, people all of equal worth, of 

course. But also reason and tolerance. Jus-

tice has no favourites; not amongst nations, 

peoples or faiths. 

When we act to bring to account those that 

committed the atrocity of September 11, we 

do so, not out of bloodlust. 

We do so because it is just. We do not act 

against Islam. The true followers of Islam 

are our brothers and sisters in this struggle. 

Bin Laden is no more obedient to the proper 

teaching of the Koran than those Crusaders 

of the 12th century who pillaged and mur-

dered, represented the teaching of the Gos-

pel.

It is time the west confronted its igno-

rance of Islam. Jews, Muslims and Christians 

are all children of Abraham. 

This is the moment to bring the faiths 

closer together in understanding of our com-

mon values and heritage, a source of unity 

and strength. 

It is time also for parts of Islam to con-

front prejudice against America and not only 

Islam but parts of western societies too. 

America has its faults as a society, as we 

have ours. 

But I think of the Union of America born 

out of the defeat of slavery. 

I think of its Constitution, with its in-

alienable rights granted to every citizen still 

a model for the world. 

I think of a black man, born in poverty, 

who became chief of their armed forces and 

is now secretary of state Colin Powell and I 

wonder frankly whether such a thing could 

have happened here. 

I think of the Statue of Liberty and how 

many refugees, migrants and the impover-

ished passed its light and felt that if not for 

them, for their children, a new world could 

indeed be theirs. 

I think of a country where people who do 

well, don’t have questions asked about their 

accent, their class, their beginnings but have 

admiration for what they have done and the 

success they’ve achieved. 

I think of those New Yorkers I met, still in 

shock, but resolute; the fire fighters and po-

lice, mourning their comrades but still head 

held high. 

I think of all this and I reflect: yes, Amer-

ica has its faults, but it is a free country, a 

democracy, it is our ally and some of the re-

action to September 11 betrays a hatred of 

America that shames those that feel it. 

So I believe this is a fight for freedom. And 

I want to make it a fight for justice too. Jus-

tice not only to punish the guilty. But jus-

tice to bring those same values of democracy 

and freedom to people round the world. 

And I mean: freedom, not only in the nar-

row sense of personal liberty but in the 

broader sense of each individual having the 

economic and social freedom to develop their 

potential to the full. That is what commu-

nity means, founded on the equal worth of 

all.

The starving, the wretched, the dispos-

sessed, the ignorant, those living in want 

and squalor from the deserts of Northern Af-

rica to the slums of Gaza, to the mountain 

ranges of Afghanistan: they too are our 

cause.

This is a moment to seize. The Kaleido-

scope has been shaken. The pieces are in 

flux. Soon they will settle again. Before they 

do, let us re-order this world around us. 

Today, humankind has the science and 

technology to destroy itself or to provide 

prosperity to all. Yet science can’t make 

that choice for us. Only the moral power of 

a world acting as a community, can. 

‘‘By the strength of our common 

endeavour we achieve more together than we 

can alone’’. 

For those people who lost their lives on 

September 11 and those that mourn them; 

now is the time for the strength to build that 

community. Let that be their memorial. 

f 

ACTIVATING GUARD AND 

RESERVE UNITS 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, one 

of the other things I did just a few days 
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ago—and I hope my colleagues will 

consider doing the same—was to visit 

some of the Guard and Reserve units 

that are being activated. 
When I asked for the opportunity to 

go to Scott Air Force Base in Belle-

ville, just to spend a few moments with 

the men and women of the 126th Air 

Guard Refueling Wing, I wasn’t certain 

whether they would consider this a co-

lossal waste of time to have to have 

some political figure come and drop by. 

Exactly the opposite happened. 
It was an important experience for 

me, and I also think for many of them, 

just to come by, have a few kind words, 

and to really thank them for the sac-

rifice they have shown for this coun-

try.
This is an Air Guard unit that has 

been activated many times. It was 

originally based at O’Hare and now is 

at Scott Air Force Base. They refuel 

planes and are very important to any 

military effort of the United States. 

There were about 340 members of this 

unit, men and women, who have joined 

the military, understanding their lives 

would be on the line. To go through the 

crowd there and meet each one of 

them, to talk for a few moments about 

their hometowns and their families, 

baseball, and so many other things 

that are just part of American life, was 

so refreshing and encouraging and, in a 

way, inspiring—spending that time 

with them and General Kessler, who is 

their commanding officer at Scott Air 

Force Base. 
Theirs is a unit that has been acti-

vated, in part. And I am sure others 

will be as well. The 182nd Airlift Wing 

in Peoria is also a unit that is likely to 

be mobilized—the 183rd Air National 

Guard Fighter Wing in Springfield, the 

954th Air Reserve Support Unit out of 

Scott Air Force Base, the 182nd Air Na-

tional Guard Security Forces, the 126th 

Air National Guard Security Forces, 

and the 183 National Guard Security 

Forces out of Springfield. 
The one thing they raised to me—and 

I think at least bears some comment in 

this Chamber—was their concern about 

their families once they left. That is a 

natural feeling. It is one we ought to 

remind ourselves of, that we have 

passed laws to protect these men and 

women in uniform who are activated so 

that they can return to their jobs with-

out any loss of status, and also to help 

them in some financial circumstances. 
But beyond the laws, and beyond the 

Federal commitment, beyond the polit-

ical speeches, I hope that every com-

munity across the United States will 

offer a helping hand to the families of 

those in the Guard and Reserve who are 

now called on to serve our country, as 

well as the active-duty men and women 

who are in harm’s way at this moment 

in service to our Nation. 
Many times, as I went around Illi-

nois, people would say: Senator, what 

can I do? I have given blood. I have 

sent my check in. The President has 
said to embrace my family. I did it; I 
do it every day. Is there anything more 
I can do? Think about the families of 
the men and women in uniform in your 
community who just may need a help-
ing hand or a word of encouragement of 
perhaps a little more. That is some-
thing every one of us should do. 

f 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to address 
this issue of aviation security, which 
has been addressed on the floor by my 
colleague from Massachusetts, Senator 
KERRY. I note that Senator TORRICELLI

is also in the Chamber. We were in a 
meeting yesterday to discuss security 
transportation security, not just avia-
tion security. There are many of us 
served by Amtrak who believe that 
George Warrington, the CEO of Am-
trak, has given us fair notice that he 
needs additional resources to make 
certain that Amtrak continues to be 
one of the safest ways to travel in 
America.

I believe there are over 600 Amtrak 
stations across this country. They are 
putting in place the kind of security we 
want, to make certain that no terrorist 
will see a target of opportunity in the 
metroliners or Amtrak trains that 
crisscross America. 

I am happy, as I have noted at the be-
ginning of my statement, to be a co-
sponsor of S. 1447 on aviation security. 
There are many provisions that I think 
are excellent. I am happy to join Sen-
ator HOLLINGS and so many others, on 
a bipartisan basis, to support the bill. 
But we would be remiss to believe that 
passing a bill on aviation security 
takes care of our obligation, our re-
sponsibility. Beyond that, we have to 
look to the traveling public and other 
vulnerabilities.

I agree with my colleagues who also 
have Amtrak service that we need to 
give to Amtrak the resources and the 
authority to make certain they can up-
grade their security and take a look at 
a lot of their vulnerable infrastructure. 

In this Chamber yesterday, Senator 
TORRICELLI talked about some of the 
tunnels. George Warrington of Amtrak 
has brought this to my attention. 
Many of these tunnels date back to the 
Civil War in their construction. 

They do not have adequate safety in 
the tunnels so that if anything oc-

curred, the people on the train would 

be in a very perilous situation. As 

these trains pass in the tunnels, lit-

erally hundreds if not thousands of pas-

sengers are trusting that we are doing 

everything we should do for the secu-

rity of their transportation. I don’t 

think we are doing enough. In fact, I 

believe we should include in this avia-

tion security bill the authorization for 

Amtrak to receive additional funds for 

security.
I am troubled—I have to say this 

with some regret—that a lot of my col-

leagues in the Senate who have had a 
very negative view of Amtrak as a gov-
ernmental function are translating 
that into a reluctance to address these 
security and safety measures. I am not 
one of them. If we take a look at the 
annual expenditure for transportation 
at the Federal level, we spend roughly 
$33 billion a year on highways, $12 bil-
lion a year on airports—before the cri-
sis—and about $500 million a year on 
Amtrak. Anyone in the State of Illi-
nois and in many States across the Na-
tion knows that if we are going to have 
a balanced transportation system, we 
need all three. We need aviation, good 
highway transportation and mass tran-
sit, and a national rail passenger cor-
poration such as Amtrak. 

It is no surprise to me, as I have been 
on the trains more often since Sep-
tember 11 than before, that more and 
more Americans are turning there. 

We have an obligation to protect 
them, not to wait until there is an ac-
cident or something worse. I hope my 
colleagues will reconsider their opposi-
tion to Amtrak security authorization 
and appropriations. We should do it, 
and we should do it now without ques-
tion.

Our commitment should be to every 
American to make their transportation 
as safe as humanly possible. 

Let me address the aviation security 
issue for a minute. Yesterday, in my 
office I had representatives of the three 
major international corporations in-
volved in aviation airport screening 
and security. They told me an inter-
esting story. For those who may not be 
aware, until this moment in time, we 
have given to the airlines the responsi-
bility to contract out the security and 
screening stations at the airports. We 
have found, as we have looked into it, 
that going to the lowest bidder in some 
circumstances meant that you didn’t 
have an employee who was adequately 
compensated or trained. 

I will quickly add that in my home-
town of Springfield, IL, and many air-
ports I have visited, the people working 
the screening equipment are doing an 
extraordinarily good job. Any one of us 
who has been through an airport at any 
time in the past few years knows that 
too often you have found at those secu-
rity stations employees who were not 
taking it seriously. 

Examine the analysis from the GAO, 
and it turns out that the turnover in 
some of the airports is 100 percent a 
year, 200 percent a year and, in the 
worst case, over 400 percent a year. The 
employees come and go if they are 
given an opportunity to take a job at 
Cinnabon or anywhere else in the air-
port. They are quickly gone from the 
screening stations. We have not taken 
this responsibility seriously, nor have 

the airlines. 
Now we face a new day. The private 

contractors who came to me yesterday 

said that it is a different world alto-

gether overseas. In fact, one of them 
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noted the fact that in Israel it is a pri-

vate company that handles the secu-

rity at the airport with certification by 

the Government and supervision by the 

Government, as is the case in many 

European capitals. I don’t know if we 

can safely move in our own minds from 

what we see today with these same 

companies to a model using those com-

panies in a different context. 
When I asked Secretary Mineta last 

week to describe for me how this might 

work, the details were still forth-

coming. That left me a little bit cold. 

Many of my colleagues share the belief 

that the safest way to address this, as 

we do in the bill, is to say that we will 

federalize the security and safety at 

airports. This bill goes beyond the 

screening station and talks about the 

responsibility under this bill. Let me 

quote from it on the security oper-

ations:

The administrator shall establish and en-

force rules to improve the fiscal security of 

air traffic control facilities, parked aircraft, 

aircraft servicing equipment, aircraft sup-

plies, automobile parking facilities, access 

and transition areas at airports served by 

other means of ground or water transpor-

tation.

The important thing is that this bill 

goes far beyond the screening stations 

at the airports. I believe if we are going 

to maintain safety at airports and on 

our airplanes, it has to be a secure en-

vironment. That means we are not only 

conscious and sensitive to what pas-

sengers bring onto airplanes but every 

single person who has contact with an 

airplane. A caterer, a clean-up crew, re-

fueling personnel, someone who is a 

mechanic coming on board, or baggage 

handlers, all of them have to be super-

vised to make certain that those air-

planes are secure. This bill does it. It 

does it through federalization. 
I think we should view the safety of 

our airports and airplanes as matters 

of national security. After September 

11, we can do no less. 
I hope we enact this legislation and 

do it very quickly so that we can have 

in place a system that will help to re-

store confidence in the flying public. 
I am happy to report in my own per-

sonal experience more and more people 

are returning to airports. I am glad 

that is the case. 

f 

FIGHTING TERRORISM 

Mr. DURBIN. As a member of the Ju-

diciary and Intelligence Committees, 

we have had a number of requests from 

the administration for new authority 

to collect information to fight ter-

rorism. You will find that the vast ma-

jority of requests by the administra-

tion will be honored in the bill we will 

consider this week or next. 
We will say to FBI and the CIA, other 

law enforcement agencies: Here are 

new tools for you to fight terrorism. 
We should give to it them because we 

need to provide them what is necessary 

to protect our Nation. Certainly we 
need to keep our laws up to pace with 
the changes in technology so that when 
communications are moving by e-mail 
or through the use of cell telephones, 
we give to law enforcement the author-
ity and the opportunity to make cer-
tain they have access to them. 

I am concerned, as are many on the 
Judiciary Committee, that it isn’t just 
a question of the new authority to col-
lect information but a more funda-
mental question: Do these agencies of 
law enforcement have the infrastruc-
ture and the capacity to collect, proc-
ess, evaluate, and distribute this infor-
mation?

It was only a few weeks ago that the 
Senate Judiciary Committee had its 
first oversight hearing in 20 years on 
the FBI. 

The information that came to us sug-
gests that FBI computer capabilities 
are archaic, that no successful business 
in America could operate with the 
computers we have given to the pre-
mier law enforcement agency in Amer-
ica. Is there any doubt in anyone’s 
mind that computer capability is as 
important, if not more important, than 
additional authorization in the law to 
collect information? 

Things are being done. A man by the 
name of Bob Dies left the IBM Corpora-
tion and came to the Department of 
Justice to modernize their computer 
systems. I trust him. I believe he has a 
good mind. He can help us out of this 
terrible situation into modern com-
puter technology. 

When I sat down with Mr. Dies yes-
terday and asked him the problems he 
ran into, he gave me an example. We 
know there is software available that 
would allow us to see the coordinates 
of any location in America, cross 
streets in the city of Boston or the city 
of Chicago, and then with this soft-
ware, with concentric circles, see all of 
the important surrounding structures, 
the buildings, the hospitals, whether 
there is any type of nuclear facilities 
or electric substations, all within that 
region. Think of how valuable that is 
when we are fighting terrorism. 

If they receive a notice at the FBI 
that there has been an explosion at a 
certain location, by using this software 
they can immediately see before them 
all of the potential targets and all of 
the worrisome areas around that explo-
sion. That seems to be an obvious tool. 
Wouldn’t you assume the FBI already 
had it? They don’t. They don’t have ac-
cess to it because when Mr. Dies said 
he wanted to buy this software for the 
FBI—and they were excited about re-
ceiving it—he was told: First you have 
to draw up, under Federal procurement 
laws, a request with specific elements 
in it as to what you want in this soft-

ware, and then we have to have it put 

out for bid. We think in about a year 

we can get it for you. 
The average American can go right 

now and buy the software off the shelf. 

It is absolutely unforgivable that that 
basic tool and so many others are being 
denied to the FBI and other law en-
forcement agencies because of the bu-
reaucratic mess we have in procure-
ment in this Nation. 

I am working at this moment on leg-
islation that will allow an exception to 
our procurement laws in areas of na-
tional need and national emergency. 
We should have a certification process 
that will allow us to step back from 
this morass of bureaucracy and get to 
the point of bringing modern com-
puters into the FBI so that all the 
names and all the tips and all the in-
formation collected can be processed, 
formulated, evaluated, and distributed 
so that the names of suspects can be 
given to the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration and, in turn, given to all of the 
airlines so that they can do their job 

when people apply for a ticket. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

NELSON of Nebraska). The time for 

morning business has expired. 
Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-

sent for 1 additional minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I hope 

that during the course of considering 

antiterrorism legislation we don’t stop 

short of giving new authority to collect 

information but also give to the FBI, 

CIA, and other Federal law enforce-

ment agencies the infrastructure to use 

that information. We need to create an 

extraordinary process for extraor-

dinary times. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed as in 

morning business and, after I have 

completed, Senator TORRICELLI be rec-

ognized.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROBLEMS WITH THE FBI 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Illinois for his com-

ments. He could not be more correct 

about the problems with the FBI. In 

fact, the FBI had a lot of information 

regarding the potential of the events 

on September 11 4 and 5 years ago, I 

have learned, in certain compartments. 

Regrettably, just because of the 

compartmentalization and the process, 

that information was never adequately 

followed up on, as I think we will learn 

over the course of the next few months. 

We regret that. 
There needs to be an enormous 

amount of work done in the coordina-

tion of the processing of information 

between the CIA and the FBI. The FBI, 

obviously, has been much more focused 

on prosecuting crimes after they hap-

pen and not necessarily on taking in-

formation and evaluating it in the con-

text of a crime that may happen. The 
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CIA has been much more involved in 

the processing of information. Their 

human intelligence component in the 

CIA has been so devastated in the last 

10, 15 years, that we are light years be-

hind where we ought to be. 
I will correct my colleague. We had 

the security chief from El Al in yester-

day with Senator HOLLINGS. He said 

that every facet of airline security is in 

fact Government managed at this 

point—in fact, the employees. I don’t 

know if that was an older process or 

what. Yesterday, El Al gave us a clear 

description of how they are doing it 

now. It is entirely managed by the 

Government, which is precisely what 

we are suggesting ought to happen 

here.
(The remarks of Mr. KERRY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1499 

are printed in today’s RECORD under

‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 

Joint Resolutions.’’) 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from New Jersey for his 

courtesy in allowing me to step in 

front of him to introduce this legisla-

tion.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 

f 

ESTABLISHING A BOARD OF 

INQUIRY

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 

when this Chamber was new and Mem-

bers of the Senate were gathering in 

their first years, they were confronted 

with the reality of a civil war which 

had consumed over 860,000 lives and the 

rebuilding of our Republic. Even with 

those daunting tasks, there was a rec-

ognition that somehow the institutions 

of our Government had failed to deal 

with the crisis, to avert the struggle. 
Even in that atmosphere, those who 

preceded us created a board of inquiry 

as to the reasons of the war and how it 

was executed and what might lie ahead 

for the country. 
That civil war debate created a foun-

dation which through two centuries 

has created a consistent pattern for 

this Congress. In times of national 

trouble or trauma, part of dealing with 

the realities of our problems and pre-

paring for the future required a dis-

passionate analysis of the problem. 
While survivors were still being 

taken out of the North Atlantic from 

the sinking of the Titanic, a board of 

inquiry met to determine the failures 

of maritime safety. 
Three weeks after the Japanese at-

tack on Pearl Harbor, a board of in-

quiry began to examine why our Na-

tion was not prepared and how the in-

stitutions of our country had failed to 

respond to the looming threat and the 

reality of the attack. 
In the ensuing years, we returned 

again and again to this trusted form of 

analysis that allowed our people to 

trust a result and the Congress to pre-

pare to avoid the same circumstances 

in the future: a commission that was 

formed after the assassination of Presi-

dent Kennedy and the board that con-

vened after the Challenger accident.
In each of these instances, I have no 

doubt a Senator rose and said it is dif-

ficult to deal with examining the rea-

sons for the war of 1861 because our 

time is consumed with the reality of 

the situation. How can one deal with 

the reality of the situation if we do not 

know the reasons for the problem? 
How can we simply give more re-

sources to the same institutions, more 

power to those institutions if we doubt-

ed they had the ability or used those 

powers or resources properly in the 

first instance? Indeed, one can only 

imagine when President Roosevelt re-

quired a board of inquiry on prepared-

ness and the response to Pearl Harbor 

how admirals and generals, scrambling 

to defend the Nation and execute the 

war, must have felt about diverting re-

sources to deal with the inquiry. 
It was recognized by those who sat in 

these chairs before us, as we should 

recognize now, that the credibility of 

the institutions involved, the con-

fidence in their leadership, a dis-

passionate, removed analysis of their 

powers is a foundation before imple-

menting a new policy to avert the same 

problems.
A number of my colleagues are join-

ing with me in the coming days in in-

troducing legislation to create a board 

of inquiry regarding the terrorist at-

tacks of September 11. It is my inten-

tion to offer it as an amendment to leg-

islation that is currently working its 

way through the Senate dealing with 

this tragedy. 
As the Senate properly responds to 

the administration’s request for more 

power in Federal institutions, the peo-

ple need to know how those institu-

tions use the power they possess and to 

restore confidence in those institutions 

as they execute these powers. 
The Senate properly allocates bil-

lions of dollars more for national secu-

rity and law enforcement and the pro-

tection of our people. People of our 

country justifiably will want to know, 

as antiterrorist activities in the last 5 

years increased by 300 percent, why 

that money was not sufficient or why 

it failed to protect our country. 
It speaks well of this Congress that 

we are willing to do so much to protect 

our country, to avert a future terrorist 

attack, but I have 3,000 families in New 

Jersey who have a husband or a mother 

or a wife or a child who will never 

come home. Of the 6,500 potentially 

dead victims of the New York attack 

alone, and the hundreds of families in 

Virginia, the families of New Jersey 

are going to want to know not simply 

what are we doing in the future, but 

what happened in the past. 
How did an intelligence community 

that is larger financially than the mili-

tary establishments of our largest ri-

vals fail to uncover the intentions of 

these terrorists? How did all of our 

technology prove unable to intercept 

their communications? How, with all of 

the interceptions that have taken 

place, were we unable to analyze the 

information and predict the attack? 

How, indeed, in law enforcement, given 

the presence of these same terrorist or-

ganizations in previous attacks from 

the same locations on the same target, 

were we unable to infiltrate these orga-

nizations?
It may well be that there is a good 

explanation for each of these failures. 

Indeed, it may prove that everything 

that was humanly possible was done to 

the fullest extent conceivable. It may 

be there are institutional failures and 

conflicts, so that all the money con-

ceivable will not prevent a future at-

tack if powers are not properly distrib-

uted or the proper people do not have 

authority or there are breakdowns in 

command or communication. 
I cannot predict any of these an-

swers, but what is important is neither 

can anyone else in this Congress or the 

administration because without some 

analysis, as we have done throughout 

our country’s history, we will never 

know. Indeed, if we fail to have a board 

of inquiry in the midst of this crisis 

about these circumstances, I believe 

history will instruct us it will be the 

first time in the history of the Repub-

lic that the Government did not hold 

itself accountable and subject to anal-

ysis when our American people have 

faced a crisis of this magnitude. 
The people deserve an answer. The 

Government should hold itself account-

able, and only a board of inquiry, inde-

pendent of the Congress and the Execu-

tive, has the credibility to do it. 
Dealing with the issue of account-

ability for the past, I want to, for a 

moment, deal with prevention in the 

future. This Senate is rightfully re-

sponding to the problem of the hijack-

ings by comprehensive legislation deal-

ing with airline security. It is only 

right and proper we should do so. Our 

Nation is dependent on the airlines. 

The economic contagion from this 

tragedy has affected every State in our 

Union. Cynics will decry that we are 

simply closing the barn door, but in-

deed there is no choice but to do so lest 

terrorists travel through that barn 

door again. 
What is significant is it is not ade-

quate to respond to these terrorist at-

tacks, enhancing the security of our 

people, by responding in one dimen-

sion. It is unlikely these terrorists or 

others who would conspire with them, 

or act in concert with their actions, 

will respond again in the same manner 

by the same mode as the last terrorist 

attacks. If indeed the bin Laden orga-

nization is responsible, the history of 

their actions suggests each time they 

strike they strike in a different mode, 
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in a different method, sometimes in a 
different place. 

Obviously, I support this airline secu-
rity legislation but it is not enough. 
From our reservoirs to our powerplants 
to other modes of transportation, we 
need to secure the Nation. It needs to 
be more comprehensive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time in morning business has ex-
pired.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 5 additional 
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Many of my col-
leagues have joined me in insisting the 
Airline Security Act also include rail 
security. We do so for the following 
reason: In my State alone, nearly a 
quarter of a million people ride rail-
roads every day, many of them through 
old tunnels. The tunnels under the 
Hudson River were built between 1911 
and 1920. As this photograph illus-
trates, they are largely without ven-
tilation. This is a single fan to exhaust 
smoke from a fire in a two and a half 
mile tunnel. 

Every Amtrak Metroliner, if fully 
loaded, under the Hudson River or the 
Baltimore tunnels, or even the ap-
proaches to Washington, DC, carries 
2,000 passengers, more than three times 
the number of people on a 747. The tun-
nels do not have ventilation and they 
do not have escapes. 

As this second photograph illus-
trates, under the East River of New 
York and under the Hudson River, a 
single spiral staircase serves to exit 500 
to 2,000 passengers. The same spiral 
staircase would be used for firefighters 
getting to the train. It is obviously not 
adequate.

Last August, before these attacks oc-
curred, the New York State Commis-
sion said it was a disaster waiting to 

happen. Those are not the only prob-

lems. We need police officers on Am-

trak trains. We need to screen luggage. 

We need to ensure that switching 

mechanisms are safeguarded and se-

cure. This Congress will do a good deed 

for the American people if indeed we 

secure our airlines, but it is unlikely 

we would be so fortunate that terror-

ists will choose this same method and 

mode for the next attack. 
Securing Amtrak and commuter 

trains is essential. The legislation we 

will offer, $3.2 billion, will secure the 

tunnels, hire police officers, assure 

screening, and bring our train trans-

portation network to the same new 

high standards as our aircraft. 
It is essential. It is timely, and I 

hope my colleagues around the country 

understand those of us in the Northeast 

and the great metropolitan areas of 

Los Angeles, Chicago, Miami, and Bos-

ton cannot yield on this point, not with 

hundreds of thousands of commuters 

having their lives depending upon it 

every day. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 

f 

AVIATION SECURITY 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 

the day of September 11 has been elo-

quently described by the preceding 

speaker, Senator TORRICELLI. Its con-

sequences are unknown. In fact, one of 

the great questions none of us can an-

swer at this point is: What are the un-

intended consequences of what will fol-

low this attack over a period of weeks 

and months? 
However, this is not our purpose. Our 

purpose is to get an aviation security 

bill done. That is why this Senator 

from West Virginia chooses to speak. 
I wish to make a couple of very clear 

points. We have not yet passed an avia-

tion security bill. There were those 

who said, no, you cannot work on the 

aviation industry’s financial condition 

until you have done an aviation secu-

rity bill. That was an understandable 

argument, as well as those who talk 

about people who have lost their jobs. 

There really was not much point in 

doing an aviation security bill if there 

weren’t any airplanes flying. That had 

to be done as a first order of business. 
They are flying. They have picked up 

a modest amount of business. It has in-

creased about 7 percent in the last 

week, but they are still in a very bad 

position, even with the money we gave 

them after forcing them to ground all 

of their airplanes for a period of time. 
In any event, that and the loan guar-

antees part is done and so now we move 

on to aviation security, which we 

ought to do. One could say, well, that 

is a fairly easy subject. We could go 

ahead and do that promptly and with-

out much fuss. 
That is not quite the case. There is a 

lot involved, which is serious, which is 

complex, a lot of back and forth about 

which is the best agency to do this or 

that and how do people feel about it, 

what are the costs involved. 
That being said, the Department of 

Transportation, under President Bush’s 

leadership, immediately after Sep-

tember 11, took some very strong steps 

with respect to our airports and our 

airlines. Within days, Congress sent, as 

I have indicated, its strong support 

with an emergency financial package 

that, in fact, included $3 billion, still 

unknown to most people, for airport se-

curity. That was included to be used at 

the discretion of the President, which 

was fine. Most of that has been used for 

sky marshals and other items. Urgent 

aviation security efforts are already in 

place. The money is there. Now we are 

talking about a bill for a broader avia-

tion security purpose. 
In the few weeks that have passed 

since September 11, a large group has 

been working around the clock through 

a lot of very contentious issues, not 

easy issues, to try to resolve what 

should be in an aviation security bill 

that would best serve the Nation, not 

just in the next months but in the com-

ing years. One can say, therefore, that 

the Aviation Security Act is a result of 

these efforts. It is not finally worked 

out. There was to be a meeting this 

morning with the Secretary of Trans-

portation. He was called to the White 

House. There are still details pending. 

That is not the point. We are on it and 

moving at the point, for those who 

come down to speak on it, because we 

want this done if at all possible this 

week, with the American people know-

ing that aviation security is at the top 

of our legislative agenda. 
I am very proud to have joined Sen-

ator HOLLINGS, Senator MCCAIN, Sen-

ator HUTCHINSON as original cospon-

sors, and I rise in strong support of the 

managers’ amendment because we have 

been working closely with Senator 

LOTT and Senator DASCHLE. I can re-

port there is broad bipartisan support 

within this body on both sides of the 

aisle as to what we ought to do. That 

has come through in meetings and 

compromises. That is a very important 

fact and bodes well for the bill. 
The truth is, the horrific attacks of 

September 11 do reflect broad intel-

ligence and other failures. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 

BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-

ator will yield, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the morning hour be ex-

tended for 1 hour, until 12:30, with Sen-

ators permitted to speak therein for up 

to 10 minutes each. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I ask unani-

mous consent for an additional 10 min-

utes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The fault of 

these attacks clearly lies with those 

who perpetrated them, but the failures 

are all our shared responsibilities. 

There is no way to get away from that. 
On the other hand, they are also a 

shared opportunity. I have long argued 

and made many speeches that we have 

a habit in the Congress, and to some 

extent in our country, of taking avia-

tion for granted, knowing very little 

about its details, complaining when we 

are delayed but not making the effort 

to understand what aviation entails, 

what happens when passenger traffic 

doubles—as everybody knew would 

happen before September 11, and which 

I believe will come to be true again. 

This is an opportunity, this horrible 

tragedy, to set a number of accounts 

straight in terms of the way we secure 

our airports. 
We have to develop, we have to fund, 

we have to implement a better and 
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changed way of providing security— 

particularly true after September 11. 

Had it never happened, we still should 

have been doing it. Instead, we were 

concentrating on air traffic control, 

runways, matters of this sort that are 

tremendously important, but we were 

not focused on security. That has to 

change. The Aviation Security Act 

gives us the chance to do exactly that. 
First and foremost, the bill restores 

the basic responsibility for security to 

its rightful place. That is with Federal 

law enforcement rather than with the 

airlines and the airports, which can 

neither afford it nor do it properly. 

This is not a question of private secu-

rity companies. There is absolutely no 

other segment of American life in 

which we need national security con-

tracted out to the private sector. Until 

last month, the airports’ private secu-

rity companies had in fact managed to 

ensure that ours was the safest system 

in the world. Let that be said. It al-

ways has been, always will be. But 

there is public concern that if there is 

an accident, it will be of a very large 

nature; if there is terrorism in our fu-

ture, it will be of a very large nature. 

We have to begin to think about all 

things more seriously. We want the 

safest system in the world. We have the 

safest system in the world, but it has 

to be a lot better. 
Law enforcement has to be fulfilled 

by the Federal Government. Everybody 

agrees on that, both sides of the aisle. 

The Bush administration is working on 

that, leaning towards that. We owe it 

to the American people to take profit-

ability out of aviation safety alto-

gether.
This bill, still subject to some details 

that have to be worked out—but that is 

good, that is not bad; we are moving— 

creates a new Deputy Secretary for 

Transportation Security, with ulti-

mate responsibility for interagency 

aviation security, and expands the air 

marshal program to provide armed, ex-

pert marshals on both domestic and 

international flights, and increases 

Federal law enforcement for airport pe-

rimeter and for air traffic control fa-

cilities—not just getting in and out of 

airports but the complete perimeter of 

the airport. Screening will also be 

monitored as it has never been mon-

itored before by armed Federal law en-

forcement. It will be conducted in vir-

tually all cases by a Federal screening 

workforce.
When you walk into a small airport, 

you will see uniforms, pistols, screen-

ers who, like everybody else in this 

country, are going to have to be 

trained more or less from ground zero 

because the training is insufficient, the 

turnover is horrendous. It is a national 

embarrassment. The whole level of 

training will have to be raised very 

dramatically in urban and in rural air-

ports. In rural airports there is a possi-

bility, where there are five or six 

flights a day, you don’t need full-time 

security. There we would have depu-

tized local police officers who are fed-

erally trained at the highest levels and 

who are federally funded. So there is no 

net difference, no first and second class 

airport. It is a question of making sure 

the rural airports have the security 

they need. We will be sure of that. 
On board the aircraft, the bill re-

quires strengthening cockpit doors. We 

had a fascinating discussion at length 

with El Al. They have a double set of 

doors with space in between so if even 

a hijacker were able to get through 

one, he or she probably could not pos-

sibly get through the second. That, ob-

viously, would take reconfiguration, 

would take some time, and it would 

take some costs. We have to do what is 

necessary. Does a pilot come out of a 

cockpit, for example, to use the lava-

tory? I am not for that. I think lava-

tories ought to be inside the cockpit. A 

cockpit should be absolutely invio-

late—nobody gets in. If nobody gets in, 

there will be no more hijackings. El Al 

has not had any, and I don’t expect 

them to. Even flight attendants will 

not have keys to be able to get into the 

cockpit. No one will be able to access 

the plane’s controls other than the 

pilot.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has spoken for 10 minutes. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I ask unani-

mous consent for an additional 4 min-

utes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. It will take 

some time. People should understand 

that. We cannot take a workforce with-

out sufficient training and upgrade it 

in a day, in a month. You don’t quickly 

reconfigure airplanes in the way we 

will have to with sky marshals, 

through cockpit arrangements. It will 

take time. People need to understand 

that. If they want airport security to-

tally now, we can give them a lot of 

that, but we cannot give it all to them 

immediately; it will take time. The 

federalization will give people con-

fidence this will be done at the highest 

level.
We have anti-hijack training for pi-

lots and flight attendants. We propose 

to pay for this with passenger security 

fees, authorizing DOT to reimburse air-

ports for the costs incurred by them 

since September 11. Most have no idea 

that is coming, but it is. We will help 

them pay their costs. We will give air-

ports temporary flexibility to pay for 

their security responsibilities under 

the AIP program. They can’t do that 

now. We will give them that flexibility. 

They can pay for security equipment 

and infrastructure, but they cannot 

pay for any direct expenditures such as 

salaries and the rest. 
It will be a very good bill. 
We are looking at security with bio-

metric and hand-retina recognition de-

vices. As the bill comes before us and 

as we debate it, there can be no higher 

order of magnitude for our Senate con-

centration than this bill as it emerges. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-

port it. 
I thank the Presiding Officer. I yield 

the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, just over 

2 weeks ago I came to this floor and 

talked about the 20-year history of 

aviation security. I did so for a simple 

reason. There has been a very clear 

pattern on this issue over the last 20 

years. Again and again there has been 

a tragedy in the sky. Again and again 

there has been widespread public out-

rage. Again and again there has been 

widespread agreement on what needs to 

be done to improve aviation security. 

Again and again the real reforms 

weren’t implemented because of polit-

ical infighting. 
I come to the floor of the Senate 

today to say that this time it really 

has to be different. This time the Sen-

ate needs to come together on a bipar-

tisan basis and make sure these 

changes are actually implemented. I 

wanted to make this appeal for biparti-

sanship because that is what Chairman 

HOLLINGS—I see my friend Senator 

MCCAIN on the floor as well—and Sen-

ator MCCAIN are trying to do in the 

Senate Commerce Committee with the 

legislation that we would like to have 

taken up. 
I happen to believe that, as a result 

of the determination and the persist-

ence of Chairman HOLLINGS and Sen-

ator MCCAIN, we are now talking about 

legislation that will bring new ac-

countability on this aviation security 

issue. The bill is not about political 

ideology. The Hollings-McCain legisla-

tion is about accountability—about en-

suring that the Federal Government on 

a national security issue is account-

able. Nobody in the Senate would ever 

think about subcontracting out our na-

tional security. But that is regrettably 

what has happened in the aviation sec-

tor for so many years. 
I went back through some of the his-

tory almost 2 weeks ago on the floor of 

the Senate. It started really after the 

Pan Am Flight 103 bombing over 

Lockerbie in 1988. We saw it again after 

the TWA Flight 800 crashed near Long 

Island. In each case Presidential com-

missions were established, and there 

was unanimity about what needed to 

be done, with the General Accounting 

Office and the Department of Transpor-

tation inspector general outlining the 

vulnerabilities and then political in-

fighting started. 
I am very hopeful the Senate will 

support the bipartisan effort being led 

by Chairman HOLLINGS and Senator 

MCCAIN. I have felt for way too long 

that there isn’t enough bipartisanship 

on important issues of today. Senator 
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SMITH and I are trying to do it in our 

home State of Oregon. I think Chair-

man HOLLINGS and Senator MCCAIN are

trying to do it in this Chamber with 

this legislation. 
If we don’t get this done, I fear we 

will be back on the floor of this body in 

6 months or a year with Senator after 

Senator taking their turn once again 

in a procession of floor speeches about 

how sorry and upset the Senate is that 

another tragedy has occurred—that an-

other tragedy occurred because the 

Senate failed to act promptly to put in 

place the safeguards that I have docu-

mented on the floor of this Senate and 

that have been called for now repeat-

edly in the last 20 years. 
I am hopeful that in the hours 

ahead—I appreciate what Chairman 

HOLLINGS and Senator MCCAIN are try-

ing to do—we can deal with the addi-

tional issues that are outstanding and 

get this legislation reported. 
Let me touch on two other matters. 

The second issue I would like to men-

tion is this: The rule and the proce-

dures that are going to be set out will 

define what the aviation industry is all 

about for years and years to come. I 

am talking now about the rule that is 

going to be set in place with respect to 

loans and loan guarantees that are 

going to go a long way in determining 

whether there is real competition in 

the airline sector, affordable prices, 

and whether places in rural Nebraska 

and rural Oregon are serviced. I have 

outlined what I think are six or seven 

key principles that ought to govern 

how those loans and loan guarantees 

are made. 
What concerns me is that those deci-

sions are being made behind closed 

doors. They are being made outside the 

public debate. There is considerable 

discussion about whether the large air-

lines may, in fact, have an agenda that 

will crush the small airlines. I am very 

hopeful that Members of this body will 

weigh in between now and Saturday 

with the Office of Management and 

Budget as they make the rules that are 

going to govern these loans and loan 

guarantees.
One last point: Something that I and 

Senator SMITH are together on is the 

pride in our State and our citizens. A 

number of Oregonians, strong-willed 

people in our State, are mounting an 

operation that they call Flight for 

Freedom, answering the national call 

for all of us to get on with our lives 

and come to the aid of those hurt in 

the attacks of September 11. In a show 

of solidarity with their fellow Ameri-

cans, more than 700 Oregonians are 

making the statement this weekend by 

heading to the hotels and Broadway 

shows and restaurants in New York 

City that are fighting for economic 

survival in the aftermath of the at-

tack. With Oregonians’ Flight for Free-

dom, the people of my State are stand-

ing shoulder to shoulder with the citi-

zens of New York in an effort to make 

clear that no terrorist can break the 

American spirit. 
I congratulate Sho Dozono and the 

other organizers and participants in 

Oregon’s Flight for Freedom for their 

generous efforts. I urge all Americans 

to follow their example. Oregonians are 

showing this weekend that we are 

going to stand against terrorism by 

reaching out to fellow citizens and en-

joying what American life has to offer 

in our centers of commerce across this 

great Nation. Because of these kinds of 

efforts, we can send a message that ter-

rorists can’t extinguish the American 

spirit.
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague from Oregon for his kind 

words about the work we have done to-

gether on the Commerce Committee on 

other issues. It has been a distinct 

honor for me to have the benefit of the 

relationship we developed over the 

years. I am very grateful for his in-

volvement in issues such as Internet 

tax, aviation, and many others. I be-

lieve he is correct in that we have been 

able to display from time to time the 

degree of cooperation working together 

on common goals about which I think 

the American people are very pleased. 
If you believe the latest polls, Ameri-

cans have never been more pleased at 

the way we have been performing in a 

bipartisan fashion. I thank the Senator 

from Oregon for his kind words. 
I wish to take a couple of minutes to 

talk about where we are and where we 

need to go on airport security and air-

line security. I am sure all of us by now 

know that a Russian airliner was shot 

down a few hours ago. They are not ex-

actly sure why. But I think that may, 

at least in the minds of some of us, em-

phasize the need for us to proceed with 

whatever measures we can take to en-

sure safety but also as importantly to 

restore confidence in the American 

people in their ability to utilize air 

transportation in America in as safe a 

manner as possible. 
There is no doubt that there are mil-

lions of Americans who are still either 

concerned about or afraid of flying on 

commercial airlines. We need to move 

forward with this legislation. 
What is hanging it up? One is there is 

a disagreement between sponsors of the 

bill, Senator HOLLINGS, myself, Sen-

ator HUTCHISON, Senator ROCKEFELLER,

and the administration on the issue of 

federalization of employees. There are 

different approaches. But I think we 

can at least have serious negotiations 

and come to some agreement. I believe 

that is not only possible but probable. 
The second point is the concern 

about the addition of nongermane 

amendments to the legislation—wheth-

er it be Amtrak, whether it be on the 

so-called Carnahan amendment which 

extends unemployment benefits and 
other benefits to people whose lives 
were affected by the shutdown of the 
airlines.

I think all of us are in sympathy with 
those individuals, all of them, particu-
larly those at National Airport, who 
had a more extended period of unem-
ployment as a direct result of an order 
of the Federal Government. I am not 
sure how a conservative or liberal 
could argue the point that since it was 
a Government action it would be hard 
for us to not justify some assistance to 
those people whose lives were directly 
affected.

As we all know, hundreds of thou-
sands or so of airline employees’ lives 
are affected by layoffs that the major 
airlines have already announced. So 
there is a significant problem out 
there. But I would make a strong case 
that this is an airline/airport security 
bill. This is to improve aviation secu-
rity. It is not a bill for unemployment 
compensation or any other. This legis-
lation is directly tailored to aviation 
security and airline safety. 

Last week, we passed a bill to give fi-
nancial relief to the airlines. That was 
what it was about. That is for what it 
was tailored. We did not add extra-
neous amendments. 

So I have to say to my colleagues 
that I think it is not the time to add 
that to an aviation security bill, espe-
cially in light of the fact that we all 
know within a week or two we are 
going to take up a stimulus package. 
Clearly, that issue would be addressed 
in some shape or form when the stim-
ulus package is considered. 

So I intend to oppose any non-
germane amendment to this legisla-
tion. I believe there are at least 41 of 
us, if not 51 of us, who would object, so 
therefore we would not have the bill 
become bogged down in extended de-
bate.

Those who insist on putting a non-
germane amendment on an aviation se-
curity bill would then be responsible 
for preventing passage of a bill that 
has to do with aviation security. 

So I hope those Members who are 
concerned and committed to assisting 
those whose lives have been severely 
disrupted by the shutdown of the air-
lines—we are in complete sympathy 
with them and we intend to act. And 
we intend to negotiate a reasonable 
package that would provide some bene-
fits and compensation, depending on 
how directly their lives were affected, 

et cetera—something that, by the way, 

we would have to have a lot of facts 

and figures about, too. But to put it on 

this bill would be obfuscation, delay, 

and prevention of us acting to ensure 

the safety and security of airlines and 

airline passengers throughout America. 
So I want to make that perfectly 

clear, that we should not have any 

amendment, no matter how virtuous it 

may be, on an airport and airline secu-

rity bill. 
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I hope we can move forward with this 

bill. There are a lot of Members who 

want to talk about it. There are not 

too many amendments. We could get 

this thing done today if we could move 

forward on it and have some agree-

ment.
I also remind my colleagues that we 

are in negotiation and will continue to 

try to work with the administration. 

We also have to work with the Mem-

bers of the House on this legislation as 

well. But for us to delay because we 

have our own pet agendas, our own spe-

cific priorities, and not act as speedily 

as possible to restore confidence on the 

part of the American people in their 

ability to get on an airline is somewhat 

of an abrogation of our responsibilities. 
I am pleased that Senator HOLLINGS,

the distinguished chairman of the com-

mittee, has also pledged to oppose any 

nongermane amendments as well. 
So, Mr. President, I really want to 

emphasize that we need to move for-

ward. I think it would be wrong of us to 

go into the weekend without doing so, 

at least making some progress. We are 

prepared to do so, and I hope we can. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want 

to discuss for a little bit the airline 

issue. I thank my friend from Arizona 

for the work he has done on this issue. 

Certainly, security in flying is an issue 

on which all of us want to move for-

ward. So this is not a failure to act. 
Some people have said we are holding 

it up, it is slow, and so on. I do not 

think that is the case at all. I think 

what is the case is that this is a very 

important issue. This is an issue that 

could be done in several ways. I think 

there is a legitimate effort to try to en-

sure that we think it through enough 

to come up with a process that would 

most likely achieve the goals that we 

have; that is, of course, safety and se-

curity on airlines. 
There are a number of different 

issues that need to be talked about, but 

I do not think there is a soul in this 

body who does not want to move for-

ward on airline security. It is the secu-

rity issue of the moment. 
There needs to be some major 

changes in the process. We have had se-

curity for some time. We have a higher 

security level now, I believe, than we 

did before September 11. I happen to 

have been in Wyoming three times 

since then and have found that there is 

security. There are armed people in 

Dulles, for example—more security. Is 

it enough? Probably not. We probably 

need to do it better and more profes-

sionally. And that is what this is all 

about.
But I do want to make the point that 

I think you will see airline passenger 

numbers going up. There is more secu-

rity than there has been in the past, 

but we need to change the process. And 

we need to do it as quickly as we pos-

sibly can. 
We need to have more experienced 

people there, particularly in baggage 

examination. We need to do it so that 

we do not develop a long-term Federal 

bureaucracy. That is an opinion that 

some do not share. But, nevertheless, 

in order to achieve the goals we want, 

we have to make some changes. And 

even though I would like to see it done 

in the next 15 minutes, and move out of 

here, I must say, I am glad that we are 

taking the time to examine these 

issues and to come up with what we 

think is the best solution, even if it 

takes a little longer. 
As I say, we now have substantially 

more security than we did have. In 

some of the smaller States, the Na-

tional Guard has been made available 

to help, and so on. One of the puzzles, 

of course, is to find the proper agency. 

I don’t know that it is a puzzle, but it 

is a challenge to find the proper agency 

to supervise and be responsible for air-

line security. Many believe—and I am 

one of those who think it—that it 

ought to be a law enforcement agency 

and not really belong in the FAA. 

Those people have responsibilities, but 

law enforcement is not one of those re-

sponsibilities. So that is one of the 

issues.
I see my friend from Texas is in the 

Chamber. She has been very involved 

in this issue. I yield my time to her. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

appreciate very much the Senator from 

Wyoming, who has also been working 

on this issue, coming forward. 
I see the Senator from Montana in 

the Chamber; he is a very important 

part of the negotiations on this issue. 
The bottom line is, we want to go to 

the bill. The American people expect us 

to pass a bill to securitize the airplanes 

and the airports in this country. What 

is holding us up is people who want to 

offer extraneous amendments. Some of 

them I agree with; some of them I do 

not.
But the point is, we cannot put every 

amendment, on any different subject, 

on the security bill and pass it. We 

have legitimate disagreements on how 

to best securitize our aviation system. 
Let us go to the bill and start talking 

about those differences because I think 

we can work them out. I believe we are 

90 percent there. There are a few things 

on which we are going to continue to 

negotiate, but we need to be on the 

bill. We cannot go to the bill if we are 

worried about having extraneous 

amendments, whether it is on em-

ployee problems and benefits or wheth-

er it is on Amtrak security—all of 

which I think are very legitimate 

issues. I want to add security to Am-

trak, as long as we add security for the 

entire system and not just one part of 

the system. 

But the bottom line is, we have an 
aviation security package that is a 
very good first step forward, where we 
would put sky marshals in the air, 
where we would secure the cockpit, 
where we would have better trained 
and equipped screeners, where we 
would have better equipment. All of 
these things must be done. And we can 
do it this week if we can get to the bill. 

I urge my colleagues not to have 
process drag us down. The Senate has a 
bill before it that is good, solid legisla-
tion. We are working with Democrats 
and Republicans and with the adminis-
tration to make sure we do what we do 
well, correctly, and give the flying pub-
lic the confidence that when they get 
on an airplane, they are going to be 
safe.

If we can do that, it will be the begin-
ning of rebuilding our economy. If we 
can secure the airlines so people will 
come back and fly, then more of those 
people who have been laid off by the 
airline industry will be called back to 
work.

The travel industry will be uplifted. 
We will have people staying in hotels. 
We will have people renting cars, em-
ployed in the airports, and in the 
shops. These are the things that will 
stimulate our economy. 

We are talking about a stimulus 
package, which I hope we will look at 
next week. That is very important. We 
can stimulate the economy with an 
aviation security package. We can put 
people back to work in the aviation in-
dustry and stop the domino effect to 
our economy caused by layoffs in the 
airline industry because people are not 
coming back to fly. 

I appreciate the cooperation we are 
getting. Senator HOLLINGS, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER, Senator MCCAIN, and I 
have worked well together to try to get 
a consensus. We are very close. If we 
can go to the bill and if people will 
agree not to offer amendments that 
delay the ability for us to consider rel-
evant amendments, we can work it out 
this week and send something to the 
House and hopefully go to the Presi-

dent and do the very important part of 

the stimulus package, and that is to 

beef up the aviation industry. 
I thank my colleague from Wyoming, 

and I certainly thank my colleague 

from Montana, who has been a very im-

portant part of the aviation sub-

committee, working to put something 

together that all of us will be able to 

support.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BAYH). The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Texas who has 

worked very hard on aviation matters. 

We are moving forward. No one is seek-

ing to hold up this bill. All of us agree 

aviation security is something that 

needs to be done and needs to be done 

very soon. 
The Senator from Montana has been 

a part of this committee and has 
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worked very hard. I yield to the Sen-

ator from Montana. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I thank 

my good friend from Wyoming. 
When we examine this issue, we find 

several approaches we have to take a 

look at. We do want to move forward 

on it because there is a sense of ur-

gency, if not in this body, in America. 
Last weekend when I was in Mon-

tana, that is what they discussed: How 

do we travel; how do we know we are 

safe; and the anger they feel because of 

the events on September 11. Whatever 

was important to us on September 10, 

by September 12 it was not important 

anymore.
Now we have before us the very im-

portant issue of airport security and 

this legislation. Let’s talk about the 

areas of concern: intelligence and pas-

senger lists, who is in charge of those, 

who can better manage those; security 

at airports on the perimeter, the total 

facility, the check-in area, the depar-

ture gate, the cargo, which includes 

baggage and how they handle baggage, 

and the tremendous tonnage of air 

freight that moves through each air-

port and each facility every year; how 

do we secure the area where the air-

craft are parked; and finally, and most 

importantly, the security of the air-

craft.
We had an opportunity to visit with 

the security people who are in charge 

of passenger safety and security for El 

Al. It is a Government-owned airline 

by the country of Israel. If there is one 

thing of which the Israeli people are 

apprised and aware, it is terrorism. 

How do they handle this? Granted, 

their domestic air transportation isn’t 

as great as the system we find here in 

the United States. However, in prin-

ciple, it has to be the same heightened 

awareness of security before we see 

load factors going from what they are 

running, around 40, 45 percent now, to 

70, 75 percent, and profitability of the 

airlines. Air transportation is one of 

those linchpins of the American econ-

omy, our ability to move. 
El Al has 31 airplanes. Living in a 

very volatile region of the world, the 

areas of responsibility to which I re-

ferred are very important to them. 

They have 7,000 employees, 1,500 of 

whom are employed in the security 

part of their operation. They do noth-

ing but security. They secure the areas 

I previously enumerated: intelligence 

and passenger lists, the airport facil-

ity, the check-in area, departure gate, 

cargo, aircraft area, and aircraft. 
They have been pretty successful in 

the last 20 years. They have not had a 

hijacking or anything such as that, op-

erating in an area of the world that is 

very volatile. 
They have one man who is in charge 

of security in all of these areas. He 

doesn’t operate the airport, the run-

ways, the luggage, the people who han-
dle luggage, the people who handle 
cargo. He handles security. They have 
accountability and responsibility. 

That is what the American public 
wants us to do. In this legislation, 
there has to be a strong, bright line of 
accountability and responsibility to 
one agency or one area of government. 

I have proposed an amendment. It 
has very strong bipartisan support. The 
amendment would give that responsi-
bility to the Department of Justice. 
Not that the Department of Transpor-
tation is not efficient and would not be 
dedicated to passenger safety and secu-
rity, not that the FAA could not do it, 
but we do not need a convoluted and 
nondistinct line of responsibility or ac-
countability.

The American public are telling us 
Justice does it best, with the con-
fidence in the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, in the Federal marshal sys-
tem. We have a model right in front of 
us, as those folks are responsible for 
the security of our Federal buildings, 
the movement of Federal prisoners. 
They understand secure areas and dan-
ger points. However the Attorney Gen-
eral wants to do it matters not to me. 
It is that we have a bright line of au-
thority and accountability and respon-
sibility.

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield for a 
question?

Mr. BURNS. Certainly. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 

Montana, I was speaking earlier today 
to the chairman of the committee, 
Senator HOLLINGS. He, too, thought 
that perhaps there should be some 
other entity other than the Depart-
ment of Transportation that would su-
pervise and control this. He suggested, 
for example,—I know there is a dispute 
as to whether or not they should be 
federalized, but he suggested maybe 
the Department of Defense. I say to my 
friend, in the form of a question, I 
think the Senator’s suggestion is 
worth consideration. I think it is not a 
bad idea. 

Maybe the Department of Justice, 
which has wide law enforcement re-
sponsibilities already, could do this. 

But the question I ask my friend—my 

friend from Texas, the junior Senator 

from Texas, who was here in the Cham-

ber saying we should get to the bill and 

get some of this stuff decided, I agree 

with her; we should get on the bill. But 

I say to my friend from Montana, the 

minority is holding up the bill. I think 

the issue the Senator is talking about 

as to who should supervise, whether it 

should be federalized or not—we should 

get to the floor and offer amendments. 
I think the Senator’s idea is good. I 

will not do this now because it is inap-

propriate, but if I offered a unanimous 

consent agreement now that we would 

go to the bill immediately, would the 

Senator allow me to do that? 
Mr. BURNS. How loaded was that? I 

think there are still disagreements 

among leadership. I could not do that 

personally. If it were in my power— 

which it is not—I am a soldier around 

here and everybody in the world is 

smarter than I am—I am ready to go to 

the bill. I would offer my amendment 

and we would vote on it, and we would 

win or lose and we would go on down 

the trail. 
Mr. REID. I am not going to offer a 

unanimous consent at this time be-

cause, as the Senator has indicated, 

leadership on his side perhaps doesn’t 

agree. I hope the Senator, with the per-

suasive nature that he has in his down- 

home, homespun, very persistent and 

persuasive way, would be able to talk 

to his side and let us get to this bill. 

There are some things that I would 

like to offer as an amendment on the 

bill. The Senator from Montana agrees, 

and I agree, that airport security is 

something we should fasten onto 

quickly. We should get to the bill. If 

there is something somebody doesn’t 

like in the way of an amendment—and 

people are not complaining about the 

underlying bill, but if there is an 

amendment someone doesn’t like, vote 

it up or down. 
I hope today we can get to the bill. I 

appreciate the courtesy of my friend 

from Montana for yielding. 
Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend from 

Nevada.
Mr. REID. The only thing I will say, 

the Senator mentioned he is one of the 

soldiers. If I were going to war, I would 

not mind having the Senator from 

Montana with me. 
Mr. BURNS. I thank the Senator for 

that. I feel the same way about him. I 

want to reiterate that I think we can 

complete this bill today. I don’t know 

whether or not we are in session to-

morrow, but I think we can get it done. 

I am not sure if we have an agreement 

with the folks on the House side. That 

is another important piece of this puz-

zle that we have to solve in the next 2 

or 3 days in order to move this legisla-

tion to the President’s desk. 
I am sure the President wants a piece 

of legislation that he can sign, which 

gives him the direction and also allows 

him the flexibility to provide the safe-

ty and security for the American peo-

ple. He is basically the ultimate direc-

tor of how this will work. What I am 

saying is that I think the American 

people are watching this very closely. 
Yesterday, we had a hearing on bor-

der security. Nobody is more in tune 

than I am as far as border security. 

The Senator from Nevada understands 

the Western States and how big they 

are. We have just a little under 4,000 

miles of border with our friends in Can-

ada, with cultures that are similar, and 

no language barrier; and 25 percent of 

that border is my State of Montana. 

We have farmers who farm both in 

Montana and in Canada. So for the 

movement of livestock, and for farm 

machinery, and farm chemicals, and 
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everything it takes to make a farm or 

ranch go, it is important that we have 

not only secure borders but also bor-

ders that are flexible enough to allow 

movement of commerce and to get the 

job done for those people who live on 

the border. There are ranches that lay 

on both sides, part in Canada and part 

in the United States. No, we don’t have 

a lot of ports and the gates are rusted 

open. Nine times out of 10 they set out 

a red cone and it says: The gate is 

closed. You can go 100 yards on either 

side of the gate of entry and go in un-

noticed, undetected. So we understand 

that, too. 
To conclude my statement, Mr. 

President, even though there is a sense 

of urgency for the passage of airport 

security, I think there is also a feeling 

in the United States—even though we 

are working in this highly charged en-

vironment because of the events of 

September 11—that we do it right. I 

think we can do it right. We also can 

be accountable to the American people 

for whom we are doing this legislation. 

It is for their benefit, their movement, 

and for the safety of this country. I ap-

preciate the attention of the Chair. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 

quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RECESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent—and this has been 

cleared with the minority—that the 

Senate stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. 

this day. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 12:26 p.m., recessed until 2:29 p.m. 

and reassembled when called to order 

by the Presiding Officer (Mr. REID).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ED-

WARDS). The Senator from New York. 

f 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I come 

to the Chamber to discuss further the 

need for transportation security that 

encompasses not only our airlines but 

also our rail lines and our ports. Others 

with their own experiences and per-

spectives have already spoken to these 

issues and I am sure will continue to do 

so because as we address these critical 

needs of transportation security, it is 

imperative we look at all the means of 

transportation our people require and 

that we found to be particularly impor-

tant in responding to the events of Sep-

tember 11. 

I want to focus my remarks on Am-

trak and our rail transportation sys-

tem. I think anyone who followed the 

events of September 11 is well aware 

that Amtrak played a critical and es-

sential role in responding to this na-

tional disaster. We know that without 

Amtrak being able to respond, New 

York would have been cut off. The nat-

ural flow of commerce and passengers 

between Boston and Washington, the 

busiest rail corridor in our country, 

would have been severely undermined. 

We know, too, that Amtrak did its part 

to make sure people not only could 

reach their destinations but, for exam-

ple, those who had planned to fly by air 

when our air system was shut down, 

their tickets were honored and they 

were part of the continuing and in-

creasing flow of people and goods that 

demonstrated that America was still 

moving.
Ridership on Amtrak has been up 17 

percent across the Nation and cer-

tainly in the Northeast corridor, which 

was so devastated by the attack on the 

Pentagon, the closure of our airports, 

the attack in New York City, the con-

tinued, until thankfully today, closure 

of our Washington National Airport. 

We know that Amtrak’s increase here 

was up by 30 percent. 
How do we make sure this critical 

mode of transportation is safe and se-

cure in the future? We cannot be in a 

position of looking backwards. We have 

to look forward and say, what do we 

need to do to make sure our transpor-

tation system is redundant and safe? I 

believe we have to focus, as we look at 

transportation security, on ensuring 

that our thousands and thousands of 

rail passengers are safe. 
I am grateful Amtrak has come for-

ward with a specific plan to address the 

needs of those passengers. We need, for 

example, more police officers on our 

trains, more canine units to inspect 

the trains, more power and switch up-

grades to ensure they absolutely run 

without any delay or disruption. 
In New York, we have immediate 

safety concerns which demand we act 

now, not later—hopefully in time to 

make sure we are always moving—and, 

if there is any natural or other dis-

aster, that we keep our people moving. 
I want to bring to the attention of 

my colleagues some specific safety con-

cerns. Anyone who has ever been on a 

train in or out of New York knows, I 

assume, that there are four tunnels 

under the East River and two tunnels 

under the Hudson River that serve as 

vital links between New York City and 

the surrounding area and the rest of 

America.
These tunnels were built in 1910, and 

now almost a century later they have 

not undergone any serious security up-

grade. Under today’s regulations, the 

tunnels would never be allowed to be 

constructed in the same shape in which 

they currently exist. 
Penn Station in New York City is the 

busiest railroad station in the United 

States. More than 500,000 passengers, 

from all parts of our Nation, on more 

than 750 trains pass through Penn Sta-

tion each day. As many as 300,000 com-

muters pass through the East River 

tunnels on the Long Island Railroad 

trains each day. So these tunnels are 

essential to our national railroad net-

work and to the moving of people who 

commute every day in and out of New 

York City. The tunnels are so essential 

that we must turn our attention to en-

suring they are safe for the hundreds of 

thousands of people who use them 

every single day. 
If for some reason a train were to be-

come incapacitated in one of our tun-

nels, the only means of escape would be 

through one of two antiquated spiral 

staircases on either side of the river or 

by walking in the dark almost 2 miles 

out of the tunnels. These are also the 

only routes by which firefighters and 

other emergency workers can get into 

the tunnels. 
I have a picture, and it shows a nar-

row 10-flight spiral staircase which 

serves as the evacuation route for pas-

sengers as well as the means for rescue 

workers to enter the tunnels. I can 

barely even imagine what the situation 

would be like under the ground, under 

the rivers, if some kind of disaster were 

to occur, with passengers and crew try-

ing to move up this narrow spiral stair-

case and rescue workers trying to move 

down; or, in the alternative, people 

being, in some instances, carried or 

trying to get out on their own going 2 

miles in whatever conditions existed at 

the time. 
I bring this to the attention of my 

colleagues because I think it is impera-

tive, as we look at transportation secu-

rity, that we do not turn our backs on 

the hundreds of thousands of people 

every single day who use our railroads. 

I fully support adding air marshals on 

our flights. I support federalizing the 

inspection that passengers and cargo 

and luggage must go through, and I 

support doing everything we humanly 

can think of that will guarantee to the 

American public we are doing all that 

can be imagined to make our airlines 

safe.
I also want to be able to stand in 

front of the people in my State who 

rely on these trains to get to and from 

work, who rely on these trains to com-

mute, who travel out of New York 

City, and people all over our country 

who similarly rely on our trains, that 

they also will be secure. We don’t want 

to leave any American out of our secu-

rity efforts. This is an opportunity to 

do right what is required, what we now 

know will prepare America for any fu-

ture problems. 
The airline security bill, which I 

hope we will be considering soon, calls 

for the creation of a Deputy Secretary 

of Transportation Security who will be 

responsible for the day-to-day oper-

ations of all modes of transportation. I 

applaud this provision. I think it is 
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long overdue. It certainly will be a 
strong endorsement of the kind of 
broad-based security required for our 
millions of airline passengers, for those 
who use our ports, for those who come 
in and out of our transportation net-
work, and for the 20 million passengers 
who rode Amtrak last year. 

Over a week ago—it is hard to keep 
track of time in the last weeks—40 of 
our colleagues took the train to New 
York City. I am so grateful. For some, 
it was the first time they had been on 
the train. It was fun to see their sur-
prise and enjoyment provided by the 
ride to and from New York City. They 
were, in a sense, following in the foot-
steps of the hundreds of thousands of 
people who either have used trains out 
of necessity or out of choice for years 
or who were forced to use trains in the 
wake of September 11. And, thank 
goodness, the trains were there. 

I cannot even begin to calculate the 
economic and psychological costs we 
would have suffered had we been to-
tally shut off. We could not have 
moved people as easily as we did if Am-
trak had not responded as well as it did 
in putting on additional equipment and 
personnel.

I hope my colleagues will remember 
this picture of this spiral staircase. I 
hope they will think about everyone 
they have ever known who perhaps has 
been a passenger, as I have been many 
times on these trains, through these 
tunnels. I hope they will join in the 
commitment we must make to every 
single American that we will guarantee 
the highest possible level of security 
for all transportation. It is the least we 
can do. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to make sure it happens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Before the Senator leaves 
the Chamber, I appreciate the invita-
tion from her and Senator SCHUMER to
travel to New York. Having traveled on 

the train on a number of occasions, I 

have always enjoyed it. That day it 

was not a time of enjoyment but a time 

for learning. It is a trip I will never for-

get. We have seen and understand a lit-

tle bit better the devastation, the hard-

ship, and the sorrow of the people of 

New York. 
I express publicly my appreciation 

and the appreciation of the people of 

Nevada for the great work the Senator 

has done representing the State of New 

York in these events following Sep-

tember 11. What a pleasure it is to 

serve with her in the Senate. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 

BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate stand in a period of 

morning business until 4 o’clock today, 

with Senators allowed to speak for up 

to 10 minutes each. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 

f 

AVIATION SECURITY 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will 

talk about where we are with regard to 

aviation security. I appreciate very 

much the comments of the Senator 

from New York and her information 

about railroad security. I certainly 

agree with her that we have to look at 

all our transportation systems and, in-

deed, we have an opportunity to look 

at it all. If it is different in different 

parts of the country. Of course, we 

don’t have to have Amtrak trains in 

Wyoming. Nevertheless, I fully under-

stand the importance of railroads. 
I raise the question of how we com-

plete the work before the Senate. Hope-

fully we will have back this afternoon 

a bill to improve aviation security. It 

is called the Aviation Security Act, 

and it has been developed for that very 

purpose. It has to do with the Deputy 

Administrator for Aviation Security. It 

has to do with the Aviation Security 

Coordinating Council. It has to do with 

training and improving flight deck in-

tegrity.
This bill is an aviation bill. We have 

a number of things on which we have 

not quite yet come together on this 

bill, but I think our challenge is to 

pass this bill. I don’t think there is 

anyone who would argue on the point 

of the Senator from New York that we 

need to do that and we need to get to 

railroads, but I guess there is a ques-

tion as to whether those issues will 

hold up doing what we want to do with 

regard to aviation. That is the question 

before the Senate. Hopefully, it will be 

resolved shortly so we can move for-

ward.
Obviously, there are unique aspects 

to airlines and airports. There needs to 

be changes made in their operation. 

And there have been. We have already 

made a great deal of progress in terms 

of security. There is a great deal more 

to make. I hope that not only this 

issue but other issues that have been 

suggested become a part of this air se-

curity bill could be handled on a free 

standing bill so we move this bill as 

soon as it is possible to do that. 
We have before the Senate that chal-

lenge. There is no question about the 

safety aspect of other modes. We have 

not come together on this one yet. 

There is a difference of view as to the 

proper agency to do this work, whether 

it ought to be a law enforcement agen-

cy, whether it ought to be the FAA. 

There are fairly strong feelings about 

that. But that has not been resolved. 
There are questions as to staffing and 

what supervision and criteria will be 

required in order to have people who 

are, indeed, qualified to do the kind of 

work that is necessary to be done, and 

whether or not these persons ought to 

be supervised by a law enforcement 

agency of the Federal Government, 

which I happen to think is probably the 
better way to do it, and do some con-
tracting so we can move more quickly. 

We do have questions and problems. 
We are talking about that now. I am 
hopeful we can settle a couple of those 
disputes. One is the idea of bringing in 
other issues into this bill through 
amendments and changes that would 
then require the same kind of consider-
ation, or whether we can move this 
package, designed for airline security 
and aircraft safety, and turn to the 
others that are equally as important. 
Which is the better way? 

There are other fairly unrelated 
issues having to do with health care, 
unemployment compensation, all of 
which are very important, but they are 
not part of this issue and not part of 
the considerations. 

I am hopeful we can deal with these 
issues as they come forward. We are 
slowed by the idea of bringing more 

and more issues into the same base bill 

when it is designed to be specifically 

oriented toward airline safety. I sug-

gest we move with this bill and come in 

as soon as possible with the other 

issues that are equally important, but 

we not hold this waiting to try to make 

other proposals fit into this bill. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 

the quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-

TON). Without objection, it is so or-

dered.

f 

RAIL SERVICE SECURITY 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I rise 

today during this period of time when 

we are discussing the need for addi-

tional security for airports and air-

liners to again voice my strong support 

for the measures included in the legis-

lation that is soon to be before us. 
Having said that, I also observe that 

this country has shown it is pretty 

good at fighting the last war in pre-

paring to fight the next war. Those of 

us who are students of the history of 

World War I know that World War II 

was a lot different from World War I, 

and we only have to think of the Magi-

not Line to know how different it was. 

Korea was different from World War II; 

Vietnam was different from Korea; the 

Persian Gulf was different from Viet-

nam.
We are now struggling in this war 

against terrorism to make sure the 

kinds of tragedies that occurred on 

September 11 do not occur again, and 

we should do that. If we look back at 

the history of the last several years 

with respect to terrorism, we had the 

bombing of the World Trade Center in 

1993, the bombing of two U.S. embas-

sies in East Africa in 1998, the bombing 
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of the U.S.S. Cole last year as it was at 

anchor, and now the use of our own air-

craft as guided missiles to be used 

against the Pentagon and the World 

Trade Center. 
Now as we prepare this fight against 

terrorism to fight the last war, to 

make sure no other hijacked aircraft 

can be flown into other targets, we 

need to remember there is a different 

element to this war, a different front 

to this war, and it is not just airplanes; 

it is not just airlines; it is not just air-

ports.
As the Presiding Officer knows, I 

travel to my State of Delaware most 

mornings and nights on the train. We 

are mindful of trains in our State. We 

do not have a commercial airport. We 

use Philadelphia or BWI for most of 

our commercial flights. A lot of people 

take the train. It is not just in Dela-

ware. It is a lot of folks up and down 

the Northeast corridor; indeed, a lot of 

people around the country. 
During a given day, we have people 

who get on the trains in my State and 

some head south toward Washington 

and others head North toward New 

York City where they work or go for 

business or pleasure. 
In order to get into New York City, a 

train has to go through tunnels. There 

is a network of tunnels underneath 

New York City, underneath the water-

ways. Some of those tunnels are used 

by Amtrak, some are used by New Jer-

sey Transit, some by the Long Island 

Railroad. Amtrak is a minority user of 

those tunnels. 
All told, I understand between 300,000 

and 400,000 people a day ride trains, 

whether they are intercity passenger 

rail trains of Amtrak or commuter 

rails, transit trains—between 300,000 to 

400,000 people a day go through those 

tunnels into New York City. 
Those tunnels were built during the 

Great Depression, between World War I 

and World War II. We have tunnels that 

are even older than that around Balti-

more and indeed right here in our Na-

tion’s Capital, some of which go back 

to the administration, not of FDR, but 

of President Grant. 
I would like to stand before you and 

say each of those tunnels through 

which trains pass carrying hundreds of 

thousands of people every day is not a 

target for terrorists, but if they were, 

they are tunnels that are well venti-

lated, well lit, there are adequate pro-

visions to detect those who might want 

to do damage to the tunnels or to peo-

ple who use the trains. Unfortunately, 

that is not the case. The tunnels are 

not well ventilated. They are not well 

lit. They are not tunnels with good sur-

veillance that would enable security 

officers to detect the movements of 

suspicious persons or materiel. 
As we prepare to fight the last war 

that grew out of the tragedies of Sep-

tember 11, I hope we will not forget 

those hundreds of thousands of people 

who are in those tunnels every day 
going in and out of New York City. I 
hope we will not forget the thousands 
of people who are in those tunnels 
every day beneath this city and be-
neath Baltimore. 

I am told, as far as passenger capac-
ity aboard airplanes is concerned, there 
are about 150 people who can be seated 
aboard a 727 jetliner. The new Acela 
Express trains carry over 200 people. I 
am told the seating capacity aboard a 
737 is roughly 150 people. The 
Metroliners that go up and down the 
Northeast corridor carry 225 people. A 
747 aircraft can seat maybe 400 people. 
A conventional train, the Acela re-
gional trains that go up and down the 
Northeast corridor, can seat up to 500 
people. And a new 767 airliner can 
carry as many as 500 people. The Auto 
Train that goes from Lorton, VA, to 
Sanford, FL, near Disney World, car-
ries 500 people and some 600 cars. 

My hope and my fervent prayer is 
that nothing ever happens to any of 
those people on any of the airliners 
again or any of the trains I talked 
about or the other commuter trains 
that work their way through the 
Northeast corridor and the cities 
around the country. I hope that is the 
case.

That may not be the case. As we pre-
pare to fight this next war, we need to 
keep in mind the Achilles heel with re-
spect to security of passenger rail. 

A package has been put together ad-
dressing some of our biggest concerns 
for the safety of folks who are using 
trains. I will tell my colleagues one of 
the reasons I think this is important. 

Think back to what happened on Sep-
tember 11. One of the first things that 
happened was the airplanes that were 
ready to take off did not take off, and 
those in the air were ordered to land. 
As that happened, in the Northeast 
corridor Amtrak kept working. 

The first trains heading north from 
here pull out at 3:30 a.m. The first 
trains coming out of New York City 
heading south pull out at 3:30 a.m. As 
aircraft were downed across the coun-
try, Amtrak was running and carrying 

hundreds of people. When people could 

not get out of Montreal, Amtrak made 

provisions to get them where they 

needed to go in the United States. 

When O’Hare and Los Angeles shut 

down and the Postal Service was 

grounded, Amtrak carried over 200,000 

carloads of mail, I am told. 
When people and planes around this 

country—Raleigh and Pittsburgh— 

were grounded, Amtrak stepped in to 

move emergency personnel and equip-

ment from one end of the country to 

the other where it was needed. 
My colleagues know the two Sen-

ators from Delaware are big supporters 

of passenger rail service. We think that 

is an important component of our na-

tional transportation policy. 
This is not an effort during this time 

of distress and fear to try to obtain 

extra funding for passenger rail serv-

ice, although some suggest this is an 

appropriate time to do that. Instead, 

what we have in mind is to try to stra-

tegically pick a handful of items that 

need to be fixed in order to ensure, just 

as we are making travel for airline pas-

sengers safer, that we simultaneously 

make travel for rail passengers safer. 
What we are proposing to do is to re-

habilitate those seven tunnels that go 

into Manhattan. We have, as was said 

earlier, old tunnels in Baltimore and in 

Washington as well. They all have the 

same problems. They need to be fixed, 

and we ought to get started fixing 

them.
I have been riding trains lately that 

have Amtrak police officers on them. 

They are working extra shifts. They 

are working doubles. They are working 

a lot of extra hours. They cannot con-

tinue to do that forever. We need addi-

tional Amtrak police officers to meet 

the security burdens that are placed on 

them. We are going to have sky mar-

shals on aircraft, and we ought to. We 

ought to have, in many cases, Amtrak 

police officers on our trains. We do not 

have enough of them to go around. 
More people are taking the train 

these days. It is not just here; it is the 

Texas Eagle, trains out on the west 

coast. It is trains all over the United 

States. It is the Acela Express trains, 

the Metroliners, conventional trains in 

the corridor and conventional trains 

all over the country. More people are 

riding rail, and my guess is more peo-

ple will ride rail as we go forward. We 

need to make sure they are safe. 
In addition to more police officers, 

we need more canine and we need 

training for those officers who are 

going to be using the dogs. We need 

video equipment that allows Amtrak to 

monitor sensitive points along rail 

lines. We can do that remotely. We can 

do it effectively. It makes sense. We 

can use, and ought to have some 

beefing up of, the aerial inspections 

that are available to use with Amtrak. 

We can do it by day; we can do it by 

night.
Some people have said to this Sen-

ator and to Senator BIDEN and others 

that they support making travel by 

rail safer; that it sounds like a good 

idea. But what they also say is this is 

not the time and place to do that. 
I say to my friends and colleagues 

who have made the offer of supporting 

legislation like this sometime further 

down the line, we have heard similar 

promises, literally, right in this Cham-

ber about a year ago. We are now doing 

something for passenger rail further 

down the line, and we are a year fur-

ther down the line. That which was 

supposed to have been done has not 

been done. 
What was supposed to have been done 

was the creation of high-speed rail cor-

ridors in places all around the country. 

It makes no sense to put people on an 
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airplane to fly 150 miles, 200 miles in 

densely populated corridors where they 

could as efficiently, or more effi-

ciently, take a train. That would make 

easier the security job, the safety job 

of the people running the airports. We 

ought to do that. 
We have not come back and ad-

dressed that question raised a year ago 

to enable us to work with State and 

local governments to create high-speed 

rail corridors. That is another issue. 

We are not going to talk about that. 

We are going to stay away from that. 

This is a different argument, but this is 

the right day, and this is the right 

place, to raise that argument. 
Passenger rail utilization is up prob-

ably 30 to 40 percent since September 

11. Any number of the trains I have rid-

den in the corridor, every seat is full— 

Acela Express, Metroliners, conven-

tional trains as well. We are seeing a 

similar kind of jump in ridership 

around the country. A lot of the people 

riding those trains used to fly air-

planes. They are now on a train be-

cause they feel safer, maybe because it 

is more convenient. 
I want to make sure they feel safer, 

not just continue to feel safer but to 

make sure they are safer because we 

will take right now the kind of steps to 

protect their safety, just as we are tak-

ing steps to protect the safety of those 

who would fly in their 727s, 737s, 747s, 

or 767s. 
This is the time, this is the place, 

this is the legislation on which we 

should debate these issues and we 

should approve them. We should affirm 

them and we should put these safety 

precautions in place for passengers on 

rail as we do the passengers of airlines. 
I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 

the quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN of S. 

1504 are printed in today’s RECORD per-

taining to the introduction under ‘‘In-

troduction of Bills and Joint Resolu-

tions.’’)
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be recognized in 

morning business on another subject. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AIRPORT SECURITY 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me ask a question 

in the largely empty Senate on a 

Thursday afternoon. It is now 4:05. We 

came to the Senate this week dealing 

with Defense authorization at a time 

when defense is critically important to 

this country. This country was at-

tacked. Thousands of Americans trag-

ically were killed by mass murderers 

who committed the most heinous crime 

that any of us have ever seen. 
The issue of defense at a moment 

when we are sending American men 

and women who wear our country’s 

uniform into harm’s way is a very im-

portant issue. Our first order of busi-

ness in dealing with the Defense au-

thorization bill in the Senate was to 

have to vote on cloture to shut off de-

bate so we could complete this bill. 
What does that say about our prior-

ities? We had a cloture vote, we got 

through that, we finished that bill, fi-

nally, and now it is Thursday at 4:05 in 

the afternoon, and the subject is air-

port security. When those commercial 

airliners hit the Trade Towers in New 

York, and that commercial airliner hit 

the Pentagon, it is something that 

none of us will ever forget—the image 

of the airplanes hitting the Trade Tow-

ers in New York, seeing the fire at the 

Pentagon, seeing the crater dug into 

the ground in Pennsylvania by the 

United Airlines jet. When all of that 

happened, immediately the FAA shut 

down all air service in the United 

States. Every single airplane was or-

dered grounded. All commercial air-

lines flying and private airplanes fly-

ing in this country were ordered 

grounded and, as I understand it, 

moved to the nearest airport they 

could find. 
At that moment of that day, Sep-

tember 11, the only thing in the skies 

over Washington, New York, and other 

parts of the country were F–16s, armed, 

flying combat missions over American 

cities.
Our commercial airlines were ordered 

grounded. None flew for a number of 

days. And then commercial airlines 

were allowed to come back with added 

security and they began to fly once 

again.
What has happened in this country is 

people have not been coming back to 

the airports to use commercial air 

service because they are concerned 

about the issue of security. Last week 

I boarded an airplane and flew to North 

Dakota for the weekend and came 

back. I appreciate the air service. I ap-

preciate the added security at the air-

ports. I hope all Americans will under-

stand a substantial amount is being 

done in this country to try to make 

sure we will not see airplane hijackings 

once again. It is important. 
But the Congress is moving to do 

more with an airport security bill that 

we have been considering for a number 

of days on the floor of the Senate, but 

we cannot move forward. The issue of 

the Congress of the United States to 

put sky marshals on virtually every 

flight in this country, hiring a lot of 

sky marshals to say to the American 

people, when you fly, someone will fly 

with you, a sky marshal, trained and 

armed and ready to take over that 

plane if needed. That is an important 

message to the American people. 
When you fly, you will go through 

baggage screening that is not hap-

hazard as it is in some airports but 

screening by somebody who is trained 

and following procedures. When you 

fly, that the airport perimeter, at air-

ports in this country, will be a perim-

eter that is guarded, in which law en-

forcement understands what is hap-

pening around that airport perimeter. 
When you fly in the future, you will 

be on an airplane in which someone is 

not going to be able to get through 

that cockpit door because it is a hard-

ened cockpit, as it is on some carriers 

overseas. All of these things relate to 

the question, Do we provide confidence 

to the American people that we have 

taken the steps as a country to protect 

ourselves against hijackers? 
So we bring a bill to the floor of the 

Senate, largely agreed to, negotiated 

over a long period of time—and it is 

now Thursday at 10 minutes after 4— 

and we have a motion to proceed to the 

bill on airline and airport security, a 

motion to proceed to the bill that we 

cannot advance. There is a filibuster on 

the motion to proceed. 
There is something fundamentally 

wrong with that. The last thing in the 

world you would expect, in my judg-

ment, is stalling on a motion to pro-

ceed to the airport security bill in the 

Congress in the aftermath of the Sep-

tember 11 tragedy. 
If there are things people object to, if 

there are things they do not like in 

this bill, things they want to change— 

if they have heartache about some-

thing, let the bill come to the floor and 

offer an amendment. Just offer it, grab 

a microphone, stand up, and have at it. 

We will be here. We do not have to go 

anyplace real soon. There is nothing, in 

my judgment, that has a higher pri-

ority than this at the moment. 
If we do not get people back in the 

air, if we do not get commerce going 

again in this country—business trav-

elers and travelers for vacations, pleas-

ure travelers and so forth—if we do not 

have people back in the air, we will not 

have a commercial aviation system left 

in this country. They are hem-

orrhaging in red ink, and we did a bill 

to try to provide some support for that, 

but that bill only lasts a very short pe-

riod of time. We must give people con-

fidence that when they get on an air-

plane, they are not going to have sub-

stantial risk of hijacking, that the se-

curity procedures in place are going to 

protect them. We must give them that 

confidence. That is what this legisla-

tion is about, and it is just 

unfathomable to me that there is noth-

ing happening here because we have an 

objection on the motion to proceed. 
My colleague from Nevada, Senator 

REID, said if you will not agree to go to 

the airport security bill, we have five 

appropriations bills that should have 
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been done by October 1 but we did not 

get them done. Let’s have an appro-

priations bill on the floor this after-

noon. Let’s work on that. We can be 

here until midnight. Hard work is not 

something that is a stranger to most 

people in this Chamber. 
Do you know what? We have five ap-

propriations bills that should have 

been done already, and we cannot get 

one to the floor of the Senate today be-

cause when the Senator from Nevada 

makes a unanimous consent request—if 

you will not go to airport security, 

then let’s go to an appropriations bill— 

and the words ‘‘I object’’ are heard. 
So who is objecting, and for what 

purpose? And how does it advance this 

country’s public policy interests, in a 

range of critically important issues— 

notably airport security, which I think 

ought to rank near the top, given what 

happened on September 11? How does it 

advance this country’s interest to shut 

this place down?—just stop it. It 

doesn’t seem to me to be the mood that 

ought to exist. 
Post-September 11, we have had a pe-

riod unprecedented, at least in my 

judgment, here in the Congress. Presi-

dent Bush came to speak to a joint ses-

sion. I thought he gave a strong and 

powerful speech. I thought he spoke for 

this country, saying this country is 

unified, this country has one voice. 

That is a voice of determination saying 

to the rest of the world that what hap-

pened in this country was a heinous act 

of mass murder. We will find those who 

did it, and we will punish them, and we 

will take all steps necessary to prevent 

that sort of thing from happening 

again in America. 
One part of that, and I must say a 

very important part of that, is dealing 

with security in the area of commer-

cial airlines and commercial aviation. 

This legislation dealing with sky mar-

shals, airport screening, perimeter law 

enforcement, hardening of the cockpit, 

and so many other issues—the appoint-

ment of an Assistant Secretary of 

Transportation whose sole authority it 

is to deal with security—all of that is 

in this legislation. So, on Thursday 

afternoon we sit in a spooky quiet 

Chamber because somehow this co-

operation is not there. 
I am not here just to point my finger. 

I haven’t named anybody or talked 

about sides here. All I say is those who 

say ‘‘I object’’ when we say at least 

let’s move to the motion to proceed to 

the airport security bill, when they say 

‘‘I object,’’ I think they retard rather 

than advance this country’s interests 

on something so important and so 

timely and so necessary at this mo-

ment.
The reason I wanted to speak beyond 

the piece of legislation I introduced 

here is to say how disappointed I am 

this afternoon. I think many of my col-

leagues feel the same way. I am not 

angry about it, I am just disappointed. 

This is not what we should do. We 

know how to do good public policy. We 

do good public policy by getting to-

gether and getting the best of what ev-

erybody has to offer, not the worst of 

each. If you have an objection, if you 

have a burr under your saddle some-

place about something, if you are 

cranky about something, got up on the 

wrong side of the bed, didn’t have sugar 

in your cereal, good for you. That 

doesn’t mean you have to hold up the 

whole place. If you have a problem 

with something, come offer an amend-

ment. These microphones work at 

every single desk. Come offer an 

amendment, and if you have enough 

support, you are going to win, and God 

bless you, that is the way life is here in 

the Senate. 
I understand people say we have a 

right to use the rules and the rules 

allow us to object to a motion to pro-

ceed. That is true, absolutely the case. 

But there are times, unusual times, in 

my judgment, in this country, when 

the American people do not want to see 

business at usual; when what the 

American people want to see is co-

operation and people coming here to 

say, we know we have a problem, and 

when this country has a problem, we 

are one; we are going to work together 

and solve it. 
That doesn’t mean every voice has to 

be singing exactly the same note. 

Someone said when everyone in the 

room is thinking the same thing, no-

body is thinking very much. I am not 

asking for a unison of thought, but I 

am asking that we decide to take some 

action in this Congress. This is the op-

posite of action, and it is not the best 

of what Congress has to offer the 

American people so soon after the trag-

edy that occurred on September 11. 
I express my disappointment as only 

one Member of the Senate. But I hope 

very much others will join and we will 

begin next week—the Senate has no 

votes tomorrow, and Monday is Colum-

bus Day. The Senate will not have 

votes on Monday. My hope is when we 

come back Tuesday, we will see a series 

of actions on the part of the Senate 

with a new determination to cooperate, 

to say, yes, let’s do these things. We 

know they need to get done; let’s do 

them. Bring up the airport security 

bill, offer some amendments, agree to 

some limitation on time on debate. If 

you don’t want to do that, that is fine, 

but it seems to me it makes sense to 

get these things done. Bring the appro-

priations bills up. Let’s get these done. 

Let’s work in a spirit of cooperation. 
I am not saying one side is bad and 

the other side is good. I am saying all 

of us are on the same side. There is 

only one side in America at this point, 

and that is the side of trying to get the 

right thing done at the right time for 

the American people. 
I yield the floor, and I make a point 

of order a quorum is not present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR-

GAN). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent the 

quorum call be dispensed with. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 

from Florida. 

f 

BIPARTISAN RESPONSE TO THE 

CRISIS

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I was so in-

spired by the comments of the Senator 

from North Dakota that I felt com-

pelled to rise to offer my additional 

comments to the thoughts the Senator 

from North Dakota has offered. 
I have gone home each weekend and 

heard my people respond that they are 

so proud that they have seen a una-

nimity of purpose, a unity of leader-

ship, unity of the executive and legisla-

tive branches of Government, and they 

are so proud that they have seen bipar-

tisanship as America has responded to 

the crisis we now face. 
In the midst of that unity and that 

bipartisanship, we have seen swift ac-

tion on a number of pieces of legisla-

tion:
First of all, the emergency supple-

mental that would appropriate $20 bil-

lion to respond to the terrorists and 

another $10 billion to respond to the 

crisis in New York; 
Then, as the Senator pointed out, the 

quick action on the financial package 

for the airlines so that we can get peo-

ple back into the air and help shore up 

this major component of our economy. 
But in the midst of all this unity, I 

think that partisanship and ideological 

rigidity is beginning to raise its ugly 

head again, for as the Senator from 

North Dakota has pointed out, there 

was an objection offered last week 

when we needed to pass a Department 

of Defense authorization bill that held 

it up some 5 days more. Finally, we got 

an agreement after a tortuous process 

of trying to explain to others that you 

couldn’t load down the Department of 

Defense authorization bill with 

everybody’s agenda, that you had to 

keep it pure and address the defense 

needs of this country, particularly at a 

time such as this. 
We came to a point yesterday late in 

the day where the majority leader—and 

I believe the minority leader—wanted 

to agree to the unanimous consent re-

quest of the majority leader to proceed 

on this airline security bill, and yet 

there were objections—perhaps for 

some partisan reasons, perhaps for 

some ideological reasons, perhaps for 

some parochial reasons. But as so elo-

quently pointed out by the Senator 

from North Dakota, are we forgetting 

what is in the interest of the country, 

which is to get the American public 

flying again, and to help all of these 
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myriad of industries that are depend-
ent upon a healthy airline industry 
with lots of passengers? 

My State is clearly one that is so 
desperately affected by the lack of air-
line travel and its spillover into the ho-
tels, restaurants, and the visitor at-
tractions. You can go on with car rent-
al companies, on and on. 

The majority leader, our wonderful 
leader, Senator DASCHLE—I think with 
the concurrence of the minority leader 
certainly in wanting to be there— 
wants a bill that would put sky mar-
shals on the planes, that would 
strengthen the cockpit doors, that 
would have enhanced and federalized 
screening of passengers, that would 
help train the crews for anti-hijacking 
procedures, that would require back-
ground checks on those who are not 
citizens who want to learn to fly in our 
flight schools, and all of those things 
that are unanimously embraced in this 
country and that we want to pass. 

As so adequately pointed out by the 
Senator from North Dakota, it is 4:25 
on Thursday and we can’t proceed to 
the bill. We can’t even proceed to the 
motion to proceed because it is going 
to be filibustered. 

We will pass the motion to proceed 
next Tuesday. But then there are 30 
hours of debate on the motion to pro-
ceed before we can ever get to the air-
line security bill unless people will 
come to their senses as to what is in 
the national interest, putting aside 
their partisan concerns, putting aside 
their parochial concerns, and coming 
together again in what has been a 
bright, shining moment for America in 
the unity and bipartisanship that has 
been displayed in the last 3 weeks. 

I was sufficiently moved by the com-
ments of the Senator from North Da-
kota that I wanted—I thank him for 
taking my place in the chair as the 
Presiding Officer—to offer these re-
marks.

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORZINE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The remarks of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida pertaining to the introduction of S. 
1506 are printed in today’s RECORD

under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Florida). Without objection, it is 

so ordered. 

f 

RAIL SECURITY 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak with strong support for 

an amendment that I know my col-

league from Delaware, the senior Sen-

ator, JOE BIDEN, will be offering which 

deals with the issue of rail transpor-

tation up and down the east coast—ac-

tually across the country, an amend-

ment that provides about $3 billion to 

enhance the security of our rail trans-

portation network. 
This happens to be an amendment 

that I think fits extraordinarily well 

and is extraordinarily important in 

providing a comprehensive security 

package for our transportation net-

work in this country. 
The tragic events of recent weeks 

have focused attention on our need to 

improve the safety and soundness of 

our transportation network, in par-

ticular our airlines. I congratulate the 

leaders of the Senate, our majority 

leader, TOM DASCHLE, and the minority 

leader, TRENT LOTT, along with Sen-

ators HOLLINGS and MCCAIN, for their 

outstanding work to bring forward a 

package that I believe our Nation is 

asking for, is demanding: that we rec-

ognize we need to improve the safety of 

our aviation system in this country. 
We need to be a little more forward 

looking. We need to think outside just 

the events that have occurred to what 

could occur and where the next trage-

dies might very well occur. 
While we are tightening aviation se-

curity, we need to address problems 

that may very well exist in other parts 

of our transportation system. 
Just yesterday we experienced a seri-

ous problem in our country’s bus net-

work. Fortunately, it was not of the 

same tragic proportions, but we saw, 

once again, a criminal taking over a 

bus and attacking the driver, leading 

to the death of five innocent pas-

sengers.
We have a vulnerable transportation 

system in this country. Unfortunately, 

our rail system may be the most vul-

nerable. That is why we need the Biden 

initiative, hopefully with a number of 

Senators from across the country sup-

porting it. We need to address this 

issue before a problem occurs. 
Talk about proportionality. In fiscal 

year 2000, Amtrak provided ridership 

for 22.5 million folks. Out of New York 

City, there were 8.5 million boardings. 

It is an enormous contributor to the 

transportation system in this country. 

It is an important one. 
We learned that it is complementary 

to our transportation system as we saw 

the shutdown of Reagan National and 

we saw the aftermath of the events. 
It is not just passenger traffic. 

Freight traffic feeds one of the most 

important ports in our country, the 

New York-New Jersey port. Up and 

down the east coast, there is tremen-

dous interconnectivity of our society 

through rail traffic. This is one of our 

most vulnerable spots, and I think it 

needs to be addressed on an emergency 

basis. I think a lot of my colleagues do, 

and that is why we are so impassioned 

about the need to address this now in 

this time when we are looking at var-

ious needs for security. 
When you ride Amtrak, which a num-

ber of Senators did when they visited 

ground zero a couple of weeks ago, and 

as a number of us do regularly, you do 

not have to go through any security 

checkpoints before boarding, no metal 

detectors, no x-ray machines to check 

luggage, and there are very few secu-

rity officers. Someone can just walk on 

a train and put a bag in the storage 

bins. One does not even have to be sui-

cidal to accomplish destruction. 
Indications are that security on 

trains is light. Under these cir-

cumstances, we have been very fortu-

nate, in my view, to have avoided a 

major terrorist attack on our Nation’s 

rail system. It is not just a Northeast 

corridor problem. It is a problem across 

the country where we have heavy rail 

traffic.
It is time to improve that security 

now. We need to think ahead to what 

could be a major disaster, a human 

tragedy for our country. That is why 

the Biden initiative, and the initiative 

of so many of us, is so important. 
This amendment will provide the re-

sources to substantially improve the 

security of the Nation’s passenger rail 

system—not just in the Northeast but 

the Nation’s rail transportation sys-

tem. Funds could be used for a variety 

of purposes, including hiring more po-

lice officers, improving training and se-

curity personnel, purchase of security 

cameras, and the establishment of spe-

cial emergency response teams that 

can respond instantly if we have a 

problem on our rails. It could provide 

helicopters to check the track cov-

erage to make sure we are not being at-

tacked before an event. 
There are a number of things we need 

to do on a commonsense basis to make 

sure we are more secure in our rail 

traffic, to make sure our economy con-

tinues to roll and provide the freight 

connections with which Amtrak and 

rail across our country use to service 

our economy. We ought to do this now 

and not wait for a problem to occur. 
It is also important—and this is abso-

lutely more clear every day—Mr. Presi-

dent, I encourage you to come to New 

York, New Jersey, and try to commute 

across the various forms of transpor-

tation under the Hudson River or over 

it and see the 11⁄2 to 2 hour lines that 

are taking place because of the break-

down, obviously, of the path tunnel 

that went into the World Trade Center. 

There were 50,000 riders one way each 
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day on that pathway, and now they are 

looking for other ways to get into the 

city.
With the entry level of the Holland 

Tunnel now stopped because of security 

reasons, there is an absolute need for 

us to understand that these are impor-

tant security chokepoints, risk points 

in our transportation network. 
A lot of these tunnels are extraor-

dinarily dated and, by the way, not just 

the ones in New York and New Jersey, 

but Baltimore, Washington, and other 

places across the country are not up to 

scale for the 21st century. In fact, some 

of them are not up to scale for the 20th 

century.
The ones in Baltimore were put in 

place in the 1870s. The tunnels under 

the Hudson River were built in the 

early 1900s when we had the Pennsyl-

vania railroad. They have gone through 

different ownerships and struggles to 

stay current. 
If a terrorist were to attack the ones 

I know best under the Hudson River, 

there are two exits in a tunnel that is 

the better part of 6 or 7 miles long. 

Lousy ventilation was put in place, as 

I said, in the early 1900s, and a narrow 

passageway virtually makes it impos-

sible to evacuate. 
On an average day there are 100,000 

passengers who go through that tunnel. 

It is not just Amtrak, but it is the New 

Jersey transit, which is one of the vital 

links to have a connected economy in 

the metropolitan New York-New Jer-

sey-Connecticut area. 
I stress that it is not only New York- 

New Jersey. We have similar issues in 

the Baltimore tunnels, and, frankly, 

they have a tunnel in Washington that 

runs right next to the Capitol Building. 

There are enormous risks and ineffi-

ciencies that occur here. 
We have a safety issue for sure. All 

one has to do is watch grade B movies 

of days in the West, as we might have 

seen in South Dakota, where people 

blew up bridges or blew up tunnels to 

know it does not take a genius to fig-

ure out that these are places where se-

curity measures need to be taken and 

attended to. 
I hope my friends in the Senate will 

realize this is not about porkbarrel 

spending. This is a serious concern for 

literally millions of folks who are in-

volved in our rail transportation sys-

tem.
Finally, this is a vital economic link 

for this country. There is an enormous 

amount of freight traffic up and down 

the east coast. There is in other parts 

of the country as well, and our friends 

need to have protection to make sure 

those links stay in place. If we are ever 

going to worry about where the status 

of our economy is and how we are 

going to keep it thriving, get it back 

on the right track, now is the time to 

be thinking about that. That is why I 

think we have to make sure we move 

on these issues with regard to rail 

transportation at the same time we are 

talking about aviation. 
There is the old saying: Fool us once, 

shame on you; fool us twice, shame on 

us. Frankly, I think we are in that po-

sition. That is why I feel so strongly 

about support of the initiative that a 

number of us are taking under the 

leadership of Senator BIDEN, and I hope 

we will move that forward. Economic 

reasons for sure, but when you want to 

think about the safety of the people of 

America, we do not need another Sep-

tember 11 to produce movement on 

things where we know there are prob-

lems.
As a matter of fact, the traffic has 

increased over 40 percent in that 

Northeast corridor since September 11 

because a lot of people believe it is an 

alternative to air transportation. I 

hope we will move on this bill, move on 

it quickly, so we are looking after our 

citizens in a prospective way, not in a 

reactive way. 
For all of these reasons, I strongly 

urge my colleagues to support the 

Biden amendment when it is presented. 

I hope to come back and speak to this 

again and make sure people forcefully 

understand this is a need that has to be 

addressed now, not after the fact. I ap-

preciate the attention of the Senate, 

and I hope we will all be attentive to 

the needs of what I think are impor-

tant rail safety issues, as well as our 

aviation safety. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

JOHNSON). The Senator from Idaho. 

f 

RESOLVING DIFFERENCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, this after-

noon I want to speak to the issue that 

many of my colleagues have spoken 

about. For the first time since Sep-

tember 11, I have heard an interesting 

word used by the majority leader of the 

Senate, the word ‘‘obstruction.’’ 
I am disappointed Senator DASCHLE

has decided that is a word he needs to 

use to express his concern about where 

we are in the Senate at this moment. 
What I will say this afternoon to the 

majority leader is there is an awful lot 

about trying to get the work product 

we are going to offer to the American 

people next week right correct, well 

done, before we bring it to the floor. 

For example, if Senator DASCHLE had

suggested we bring the antiterrorism 

package to the floor yesterday, we 

would not have had a completed prod-

uct. Somebody would have had to stand 

up and object and say, wait a moment, 

TOM, somehow you have the cart before 

the horse. 
If we spend another 24 hours on it, 

maybe we can resolve our differences. 

You know what happened in that 24- 

hour period? Differences were resolved. 

The Senate stood in a bipartisan way 

last night and crafted an antiterrorism 

package, and the House voted out of 

committee unanimously in a bipartisan 
way to resolve it. 

There is not a great deal of difference 
between that and the airport safety 
package that came to the floor without 
clear instructions and a bipartisan 
unity that would have led us to resolve 
it in the correct fashion. Many of our 
colleagues were lining up, and right-
fully so, to offer a variety of amend-
ments that could have taken us well 
into next week, substantially changed 
the character of an airport safety pack-
age, and sent a very confusing message 
to the American public. The public has 
a right to be concerned at this moment 
because current airport safety failed us 
on September 11. They want to make 
darn sure that whatever we do this 
time we get it right. 

In getting it right, my guess is the 
first question you would ask is, Are 
you going to use the old model that 
failed us on September 11 and throw 
more money at it and throw more peo-
ple at it, or are you going to think dif-
ferently? Are you going to step out of 
that box and look at something new 
that really is an awful lot about law 
enforcement and a lot less about hiring 
the cheapest kind of personnel you can 
get to fill what is required by the FAA? 
That really is the debate that is going 
on behind the closed doors that the ma-
jority leader has not been willing to ex-
pose to the American people this after-
noon. He has simply stood on this 
floor, wrung his hands, and used the 
word ‘‘obstruction.’’ 

Let me say what is going on in the 
back rooms at this moment: The White 
House, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, the chairman of the Commerce 
Committee, the ranking member of the 
Commerce Committee, and a good 
many others are trying to craft a final 
product that is a hybrid, that is out of 
the box, that is different, that is 
unique, that we can bring to the floor 
next Tuesday and show to the Amer-
ican people we can get it right and 
they will, from that day forward, as 
this new product gets implemented, 
have the kind of airport security they 
want, demand, and are going to require 
of their government. 

Is it more of a model of law enforce-
ment, maybe like the U.S. Marshals 
Service that has a cadre of profes-
sionals that allows contracting out but 
does so with very strict parameters? 
The White House has said they do not 
want to federalize all of it. They recog-
nize you cannot make all of these peo-
ple Federal employees and expect the 
best product, but if you do, then you 
have to change the character of the 
way you hire a Federal employee, and 
you have to allow hiring and you have 
to allow firing. You have to be able to 
proscribe and demand and inspect and 
make sure the end product, the inabil-
ity to penetrate security at all of our 
Nation’s airports, is absolute. 

I suggest to the majority leader the 
reason we are not debating this issue 
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on the floor this afternoon is not a 

matter of obstruction; it is a matter of 

getting it right before it is brought to 

the floor. It is an awful lot more about 

airport security in the long term be-

cause we only have one more bite at 

this apple. If we get it wrong this time, 

shame on us. 
We heard the Senator from New Jer-

sey talk about a very important issue: 

rebuilding the infrastructure of the rail 

delivery system of the east coast. 

Should it be a part of airport security 

or should it be a part of an infrastruc-

ture bill that has long been needed that 

addresses the refurbishing of a very an-

tiquated rail system? How much money 

is it going to cost? Should we rush to 

judgment and spend a few billion dol-

lars more when we are on the verge of 

spending beyond what we now have 

available to spend? 
September 11 awakened us to a great 

many needs, but it does not mean we 

do them all overnight or we spend hun-

dreds of billions of dollars into deficit 

to accommodate it. It says, though, 

that we have some immediate needs. 

One of the most immediate is airport 

security.
While Americans are beginning to re-

turn to our airports because they know 

security has been substantially height-

ened, what we are going to offer them 

in the package that is brought to the 

floor next week is a new model that 

creates a new paradigm of thinking, 

that clearly allows the American peo-

ple to see on an annual basis, as we re-

view it, as it is implemented by this 

administration, an airport security 

system that has the integrity not to 

allow the penetration, not to allow a 

September 11 to ever happen again in 

this country, and to say to them, as I 

should as a policymaker in a legiti-

mate way, we have offered the best 

product available to guarantee security 

and a sense of well-being when one 

steps on an airliner at any airport in 

this country. 
So should we be rushing now to get it 

out or should we be trying to do it 

right?
Our President spoke about being 

calm, about missiles or bombs not fly-

ing the day after September 11, about 

going out and finding out where the 

enemy is, building coalitions and doing 

it in a progressive, constructive way 

that forever would rid this world of ter-

rorism. He preached calmness and he 

asked us to unite. The kind of divisive 

word, ‘‘obstruction,’’ that I heard this 

afternoon does not serve this body 

well. It does not bring us together. It 

divides us. It divides Members along a 

line that says: there is somebody for 

something and somebody against some-

thing.
I suggest there isn’t anything that 

we can all be unanimously for at this 

moment because there are very legiti-

mate questions about the integrity of 

the proposal and how it will work and 

who will manage it—FAA? Department 

of Transportation? Department of Jus-

tice? Is it a transportation issue? Is it 

a law enforcement issue? They are rea-

sonable questions to be asked, not after 

the fact but before the fact, before you 

get to the floor, before you have a final 

product, so we can stand united, to-

gether, as the American people are ex-

pecting in this time of national crisis, 

and not to divide along party lines. 
As a result of that need that I think 

is critical and that my leader thinks is 

critical, we had to say: Wait a moment; 

back off for just a little bit. Let’s fin-

ish that product and let the chairman 

of the committee, who has worked hard 

and had a good idea, and the ranking 

member and the White House, and oth-

ers, come together. 
It is true there was a bill and the bill 

they tried to present and bring forward 

yesterday afternoon had not been be-

fore the committee, had not had hear-

ings, had not worked the process. I un-

derstand that. We all understand that. 

It is a time of urgency. But in that ur-

gency, in the very critical character of 

what we do, we cannot do it wrong. We 

cannot rush to judgment and load it 

down with everything else, including 

social agendas, unemployment agen-

das, a whole infrastructure, transpor-

tation system for Amtrak. That is for 

another day and another issue. Darned 

important, yes. We need time to debate 

it on the floor. Let the committee 

work its will. 
I am not going to suggest I under-

stand exactly how any of these systems 

ought to work. I understand when we 

take our time and involve all of our 

colleagues and use the process appro-

priately, we produce better public pol-

icy.
Clearly, the White House engaged us 

yesterday in a much more direct way 

with some examples of things they be-

lieved were necessary that were not in 

the bill, that the leader was trying to 

bring to the floor, that he now accuses 

us of having obstructed. Mr. Leader, of 

course you speak out as you wish, but 

I will suggest that come next Tuesday 

or Wednesday we will have a better 

product. We will be more united. We 

will stand together as the American 

people ask. We will craft out of a box, 

out of the old failed paradigm, a new 

product, and we will be able to turn to 

the American people and say, in the 

collective best thinking of the U.S. 

Congress, the President of the United 

States, the Secretary of Transpor-

tation, and all of the experts we could 

assemble, we are creating an airport 

security system in this Nation that 

will work. 
Following that, I hope we can move 

to antiterrorism and the kind of pack-

age that was crafted in an unhurried 

but aggressive environment which the 

House voted out unanimously last 

night from their committee, and Sen-

ators came around yesterday evening 

in final draft to say that is a product 
that will work, that will give the FBI, 
that will give other law enforcement 
agencies in our country the kind of 
seamless web and communications sys-
tem that allows them to know what 
the right hand is doing for the left 
hand, and vice versa, and the ability to 
track in a modern, electronic way 
those who might be brewing ill will for 
our Nation and our Nation’s citizens. 

Let us stand together in this Nation’s 
time of need. ‘‘Obstruction’’ is not a 
constructive word. It is not the glue we 
need. My guess is, getting it right is 
what we are about and what the Amer-
ican people expect. 

For tomorrow, for Saturday, and for 
Monday, our work is all about getting 
an airport security bill right. When we 
do, then we can turn to the American 
people and say we are putting in place 
a security system second to none. And 
from that, we can suggest the skies of 
America and America’s air carriers are 
safer than they have ever been. That is 
our goal. It is our charge. Frankly, it is 
our responsibility. We are up to it in a 
bipartisan fashion with the whole Sen-
ate speaking as one voice. Next week 
we will be prepared to do that. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f 

TRIBUTE TO MARION EIN LEWIN 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I want to pay tribute to Marion Ein 
Lewin, a prominent health policy ana-
lyst and the long-time director of the 
highly regarded Robert Wood Johnson 
Health Policy Fellowship program. 
Marion is retiring from the fellowship 
program this year, after 14 years of 
dedicated service during which she 
guided and mentored scores of health 
care professionals from around the 
United States who took time off from 
their careers to participate in the pol-
icymaking process in Washington, DC. 
Her mixture of warmth, wisdom, and 
compassion will be sorely missed by fu-
ture RWJ fellows and by the Members 
of Congress and the administration of-
fices who have had the good fortune to 
work with Marion and the top-notch 
fellows she has overseen. 

For almost 30 years, the RWJ Health 
Policy Fellowship program has se-
lected a small group of leaders in 
America’s academic health centers to 
participate in the development of 
America’s health policy. RWJ Fellows 
come to Washington understanding 
health care delivery, and, during an ex-
tensive training program, they supple-
ment their health care expertise with 
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lessons about health policy and the 

process to develop that policy. This 

training and the unique opportunities 

created by working on the health staffs 

of Members of Congress and in the Ex-

ecutive Branch have allowed RWJ Fel-

lows to participate in every major 

health care debate over the last 25 

years.
Marion Ein Lewin has served as the 

guiding light for the last 14 classes of 

RWJ Fellows. As teacher, mentor and 

policy analyst, Marion has helped new 

Fellows understand the history and op-

portunities of health policy. She has 

introduced Fellows to the most impor-

tant health policy thinkers in the 

country. The greatest testament to her 

extraordinary impact is the warmth 

and fondness departing Fellows feel for 

her.
Appropriately, Marion’s experience 

in health policy began in a Member’s 

office. She served as the Legislative 

Assistant for Health for Congressman 

James H. Scheurer (D–NY), where she 

helped develop legislation and per-

formed all the activities of a Congres-

sional staffer. 
Though Marion is known for her 

grace and warmth, she has made sub-

stantial contributions to the annals of 

American health policy. Marion’s 

broad experience in health policy was 

bolstered by stints at the American 

Enterprise Institute and the National 

Health Policy Forum. She became di-

rector of the AEI Center for Health 

Policy Research before joining the In-

stitute of Medicine. While at AEI, Mar-

ion edited five texts on health policy. 
During her 14 years on the staff of 

the Institute of Medicine, Marion 

served as the study director for three 

IOM reports on critical issues ranging 

from improving Medicare, to the im-

pact of information on the develop-

ment of health policy, to the status of 

safety net providers. While at the IOM, 

she also directed the Pew Health Pol-

icy Fellowship. 
Now, after 14 years, Marion Ein 

Lewin has decided to leave her pivotal 

role in the Robert Wood Johnson Fel-

lowship. Her influence upon the 85 Fel-

lows who served during her tenure is 

indelible. She has overseen the trans-

formation of academic faculty into rea-

sonable facsimiles of congressional 

health LAs. Fellows have provided my 

staff and me incalculable assistance 

over the years, and I know other Mem-

bers of Congress and the administra-

tion share my appreciation. Marion’s 

guidance has enabled these Fellows to 

make these valuable contributions as 

we seek to improve the healthcare sys-

tem in our country. 
Through the dint of her long service 

and extraordinary knowledge of health 

policy, Marion has come to personify 

the Fellowship and its values. It is 

hard to imagine the Robert Wood John-

son Health Policy Fellowship without 

Marion Ein Lewin. Mr. President, I ask 

my Senate colleagues to join me in 

congratulating Marion and the Robert 

Wood Johnson Program on their many 

successes, and sending a heartfelt 

thank you for her many years of dedi-

cated service. Marion has made a gen-

uine difference in health care. We wish 

her well and expect her to continue her 

good work as she enters this new phase 

in her life. 

f 

IN SUPPORT OF THE UNITED 

STATES

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am 

grateful to President Chen Shui-bian 

and Ambassador C.J. Chen of the Re-

public of China on Taiwan for their 

support of the United States in the 

aftermath of the September 11 attacks 

on New York and Washington. 
Taiwan was one of the first countries 

to declare its unequivocal support and 

cooperation with the United States, 

and deserves our gratitude for its firm 

stand with us. 
In offering us whatever we need to 

combat worldwide terrorism, Taiwan 

has demonstrated its unity with Amer-

ica during our time of grief. During 

this period of turmoil and anxiety, I re-

mind my colleagues that Taiwan will 

mark its National Day on October 10. 
In recent years Taiwan has sought to 

return to the United Nations. I believe 

we should give Taiwan our support. 

The Republic of China on Taiwan is a 

democracy guaranteeing rights to all 

its citizens; it is one of the most impor-

tant economic entities in the world; 

and despite its small population, 23 

million people, Taiwan has financial 

resources surpassing those of many 

western countries. 
Sadly, the international community 

accords Taiwan less recognition than 

many other non-state entities, includ-

ing the terrorist Palestine Liberation 

Organization.
As the people of Taiwan, the East 

Asian region’s leading free market de-

mocracy, celebrate their National Day 

on October 10, we should commend 

them for their successes and encourage 

other nations to support Taiwan’s par-

ticipation and membership in inter-

national organizations. 

f 

COMMON SENSE ON FIFTY 

CALIBER WEAPONS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, long- 

range fifty caliber sniper weapons are 

among the most powerful firearms le-

gally available. According to a rifle 

catalogue cited in a 1999 report by mi-

nority staff on the House Government 

Reform committee, one manufacturer 

touted his product’s ability to ‘‘wreck 

several million dollars’ worth of jet 

aircraft with one or two dollars’ worth 

of cartridge.’’ Some fifty caliber am-

munition is even capable of piercing 

several inches of metal or exploding on 

impact.

These weapons are not only powerful, 
but they’re accurate. According to the 
Government Reform staff report, the 
most common fifty caliber weapon can 
accurately hit targets a mile away and 
can inflict damage to targets more 
than four miles away. 

Despite these facts, long-range fifty 
caliber weapons are less regulated than 
handguns. Buyers must simply be 18 
years old and submit to a Federal 
background check. In addition, there is 
no Federal minimum age for possessing 
a fifty caliber weapon and no regula-
tion on second-hand sales. 

Given the facts on fifty caliber weap-
ons, I’m pleased that Senator FEIN-
STEIN has introduced a bill, which I 
have cosponsored, that would change 
the way they’re regulated. Senator 
FEINSTEIN’s bill would ensure that fifty 
caliber weapons could only be legally 
purchased though licensed dealers. Her 
bill would also ensure that they could 
not be purchased second-hand. Buyers 
would have to fill out license transfer 
applications with the ATF, supply fin-
gerprints and submit to a detailed FBI 
criminal background check. By any 
measure Senator FEINSTEIN’s bill 
makes sense and I urge my colleagues 
to join me in cosponsoring the bill. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 

OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of this year. The 
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred April 13, 2001 in 
San Antonio, TX. According to police, 
a 39-year-old man was attacked be-
cause the suspect thought he was a ho-
mosexual. The victim had stopped in a 
park to look at some rocks when a man 
with a knife came up behind him. The 
man held the victim in a bear hug be-
fore stabbing him in the chest with a 
knife that he described as a three-inch 
Buck knife. The suspect allegedly 

called him anti-gay names as he 

stabbed him. 
I believe the government’s first duty 

is to defend its citizens, to defend them 

against the harms that come out of 

hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-

hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol 

that can become substance. I believe 

that by passing this legislation, we can 

change hearts and minds as well. 

f 

HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH 2001 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 

celebrate our Nation’s 33rd Hispanic 

Heritage Month, which commemorates 

Hispanic Americans and their contribu-

tions to the strength of our Nation in 

the past, present, and future. 
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Congress started the tradition of His-

panic Heritage Month in 1968 with the 

National Hispanic Heritage Week, and 

expanded the annual celebration to a 

month-long event in 1989. This year, 

the month follows the terrorist attacks 

on our country on September 11. More 

than ever, it is essential to take this 

opportunity to recognize the many 

hardworking Hispanic Americans who 

have helped make our country great 

and will continue to do so throughout 

our future. Our country stands united, 

with Americans of Central and South 

American descent standing alongside 

Americans with roots from all over the 

world.
There are many shining examples of 

Hispanic Americans who have stood up 

for our country and communities in 

times of war and peace. Ancestors of 

present-day Hispanics sacrificed or 

risked their lives throughout the many 

years of North American history that 

led to our country’s beginning. His-

panic Americans have served the 

United States in every war since World 

War I. Many Hispanic American service 

members have earned distinction in 

our military, such as Emilio A. De La 

Garza, who entered the U.S. Marine 

Corps in Illinois and was awarded the 

Medal of Honor, America’s highest 

decoration for valor. 
In Silvis, IL, there is a monument to 

eight heroes of Mexican-American de-

scent who gave their lives in defense of 

this nation. The street the monument 

is on was once called Second Street 

USA, but it is now called Hero Street 

USA. The street’s name honors 84 men 

from the 22 families on one small block 

of this street participated in World War 

II, Korea and Vietnam. Many of them 

grew up on this street, some working 

for the railroad as their fathers did in 

Mexico. Today the street serves as a re-

membrance of those who courageously 

served our country. 
Other Hispanic Americans stand up 

for their communities on a daily basis. 

Whether serving in our town councils, 

fire departments, or police depart-

ments, they are always working to ad-

vance our safety and quality of life. 

These local heroes include Raymond 

Orozco, who led the Chicago Fire De-

partment with distinction until his re-

cent retirement, and Jaime Gonzalez, 

the first Hispanic police officer in 

Elgin, IL. 
Hispanic Americans also have en-

hanced our national prosperity and will 

continue to play an important role in 

our economy. A study by the National 

Academy of Sciences found that the 

Latino community contributes about 

$10 billion to the U.S. economy per 

year. According to the Census, His-

panics owned about 1.2 million nonfarm 

businesses in 1997, employing over 1.3 

million people and generating $186.3 

billion in business. The Small Business 

Administration tells us that minority 

and women-owned businesses are the 

most rapidly growing segments of the 
business community, and the number 
of Hispanic-owned businesses has in-
creased by over 600 percent over the 
past 20 years. Female Latino-owned 
businesses are growing faster than any 
other segment of business owners. Ac-

cording to the Center for Women’s 

Business Research, two-thirds of 

Latina entrepreneurs came into busi-

ness ownership not by purchasing, in-

heriting or acquiring a business, but by 

starting their own. These are women 

like Chicagoan Sonia Archer, who, 

while raising a child, founded a home- 

based business marketing discounted 

legal services for people who cannot af-

ford attorneys’ fees. Stories like 

Sonia’s illustrate how Hispanic Ameri-

cans bring great innovation and suc-

cess to our economy. 
A wide array of talented Hispanic 

Americans enrich arts and athletics in 

our country. In the literary world, San-

dra Cisneros brings us powerful, elo-

quent stories of young women growing 

up in communities in Chicago, or on 

the Mexican border, that are full of 

challenges and beauty. Tito Puente, 

known as ‘‘El Rey’’ or The King of 

Mambo, delighted audiences around 

the world with his musical gifts, using 

the timbal, vibraphone, trap drums, 

conga drums, claves, piano, saxophone, 

and clarinet. Hispanic Americans have 

also brought tremendous talent to 

America’s pastime: baseball. Among 

the earlier figures was Roberto 

Clemente, who played right-field for 

the Pittsburgh Pirates from 1955 to 

1972, and won four National League 

batting titles, twelve Golden Glove 

awards, and the title of National 

League’s Most Valuable Player in 1966. 

Then there is Nomar Garciaparra, who 

in 1997 set several rookie records dur-

ing what Baseball Weekly called the 

greatest rookie season in history. 

Today we have Sammy Sosa, who is 

outfielder for the Chicago Cubs and the 

only player in the history of baseball 

to hit 60 home runs in each of three dif-

ferent seasons. 
As we take time to reflect upon the 

strength Hispanic Americans bring to 

our country, we must also remember 

that many Latinos face challenges in 

our society. Fair and equal treatment 

of all Americans is a cornerstone of our 

society and our political system. Un-

fortunately, despite great progress, the 

struggle for civil rights and equal 

treatment under the law continues 

today for many citizens, including our 

fellow Hispanic Americans. 
A time of national crisis reminds us 

that we must unite against hate and 

bigotry. I support several key bills that 

would bring us closer to this goal. 

First, I hope to see passage of the 

Local Law Enforcement Enhancement 

Act of 2001, also known as the hate 

crimes bill. Among other things, this 

legislation would expand current Fed-

eral protections against hate crimes 

based on race, religion, and national 
origin; authorize grants for programs 
designed to combat and prevent hate 
crimes; and enable the Federal Govern-
ment to assist State and local law en-
forcement in investigating and pros-
ecuting hate crimes. I have also intro-
duced the Reasonable Search Stand-
ards Act, which would prohibit United 
States Customs Service personnel 
working at our borders and in our air-
ports from searching or detaining indi-
viduals solely based on their race, reli-
gion, gender, national origin, or sexual 
orientation. Finally, I am cosponsoring 

the End Racial Profiling Act, which 

would make profiling by any law en-

forcement agent or agency a crime 

prosecutable in any State court of gen-

eral jurisdiction or in a District Court 

of the United States; and would require 

Federal, State, and local law enforce-

ment agencies receiving Federal grants 

to maintain adequate policies and pro-

cedures designed to eliminate racial 

profiling. I believe these measures take 

important steps toward preventing dis-

crimination and violence based on race 

and ethnicity. 
There are currently 31.5 million His-

panic Americans living in the United 

States, and Hispanic Americans com-

prise 35 percent of the population under 

the age of 18. Sadly, only 57 percent of 

Latino students complete high school 

and only 10.6 percent earn a bachelor’s 

degree. We can do better. This year 

Congress has worked with the adminis-

tration to facilitate real education re-

form based on high standards and 

meaningful accountability measures. 

As we work to raise the bar for stu-

dents and teachers, we must also en-

sure that schools across the country 

have adequate resources to hire and 

train teachers and principals, help all 

students attain fluency in English, in-

tegrate technology effectively in the 

classroom, and provide children with 

enriching after-school activities. I sup-

port the 21st Century Higher Education 

Initiative, which will substantially ex-

pand college opportunity through stu-

dent aid, early intervention efforts, 

and more resources to strengthen mi-

nority-serving institutions. I also in-

troduced the Children’s Adjustment, 

Relief, and Education, CARE, Act to 

enable immigrant children to fulfill 

their potential and pursue higher edu-

cation on the same terms as other chil-

dren.
According to the 2000 Census, 60 per-

cent of Latinos in this Nation are na-

tives of the United States. Whether 

Hispanic Americans were born here or 

moved to our country later in life, 

most of them feel the impact of immi-

gration policy. Many live in immigrant 

families or communities, and many, 

like most Americans, have strong 

memories of or connections to our im-

migrant heritage. I support reforming 

immigration laws to ensure the due 

process rights of immigrants, so that 
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they are guaranteed fairness in our 

courts and are not unnecessarily de-

tained for indefinite periods. We also 

need to enhance the efficiency and ac-

countability of the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service. Finally, it is 

essential to protect the safety of our 

Nation’s immigrants and their due 

process rights at our borders, while en-

forcing our immigration laws and pro-

tecting our national security. 

Hispanic Heritage Month in 2001 

gives us an opportunity to deepen our 

understanding, appreciation, and com-

mon bonds with each other. It also 

gives us pause, reminding us of the 

American ideals we must continue to 

fight for. The challenges that we face 

in Congress and our Nation are not in-

surmountable. Together, we can stand 

up for the rights of all Americans, in-

cluding our Hispanic American friends. 

And together, we can recognize how 

our diverse cultures and talents con-

tribute to our collective strength as 

Americans.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO REV. DR. WILLIAM D. 

WATLEY

∑ Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I want 

to bring to the attention of my col-

leagues a great man in the State of 

New Jersey, Reverend Doctor William 

D. Watley. 

Reverend Watley is a man of integ-

rity who is committed to the spiritual, 

mental, social, and economic well 

being of his congregation and the resi-

dents of the City of Newark. 

Reverend Watley has dedicated his 

life to his ministry. As Pastor of the 

St. James A.M.E. Church in Newark, 

he ensures that everyone has a voice 

and gives hope to those who feel they 

have no hope. Under his leadership, St. 

James A.M.E. Church has reached out 

to the community and established nu-

merous programs, including a soup 

kitchen that feed over 1,000 people per 

week, a clothing program, and a drug 

and alcohol abuse program. Reverend 

Watley is also an outstanding advocate 

for children and families. His vision 

was to start a state of the art pre-

paratory school in the heart of New-

ark, preparing students mentally, 

physically, and spiritually for the chal-

lenges ahead. His dream realized, St. 

James Prep opens its doors every day 

stressing academic excellence and so-

cial responsibility. 

Reverend Watley is a true American, 

one who believes that all people should 

have access to America’s promise. One 

of his many gifts is the ability to bring 

people together to work for a common 

cause. Reverend Watley is an unselfish 

man whose motivation is not self-grati-

fication. He possesses a higher calling. 

This week, Reverend Watley cele-

brates 17 wonderful years of pastoral 

ministry at the St. James A.M.E. 
Church in Newark, NJ where over 3,000 
people attend services each Sunday, 
and where I have frequently joined 
with the congregation in being spir-
itually uplifted by Reverend Watley’s 
message of hope. Under his expert guid-
ance, St. James A.M.E. Church has ex-
perienced enormous growth and is a 
warm congregation filled with joy and 
love.

Reverend Watley has been a true 
friend to me. I admire him for his lead-
ership in and outside the walls of his 
church. He is a role model for all of us. 
I can boldly say that the State of New 
Jersey is a better place because of the 
leadership of Reverend Doctor William 
D. Watley and I am a better man today 
because of my friendship with him. It 
is an honor for me to bring him to your 
attention.∑ 

f 

RECOGNITION OF MISSOURI STATE 

REPRESENTATIVE LINDA 

BARTELSMEYER

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the contributions 
Missouri State Representative Linda 
Bartelsmeyer has made to her commu-
nity, State and nation. 

Missouri State Representative Linda 
Bartelsmeyer is a native of Southwest 
Missouri and is serving her fourth term 
in the Missouri Legislature rep-
resenting Barry, Lawrence and Newton 
counties. This year, during the annual 
conference, she will have the distinct 
honor of becoming President for the 
2001–2002 National Organization for 
Women Legislators. The National 
Order of Women Legislators is the old-
est and largest bipartisan organization 
of its kind, created in part to kindle 
and promote a spirit of helpfulness 
among present and former women 
State legislators. Missouri State Rep-
resentative Linda Bartelsmeyer has de-
voted her life to public service by ac-
tively serving on the local, State and 
national levels for 27 years. She has led 
by example and proved be an out-
standing citizen. I am privileged to call 
on the United States Senate to recog-
nize her outstanding accomplish-
ments.∑ 

f 

A SPECIAL POEM 

∑ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to share a special poem with my col-
leagues. Ethel A. Smith is a friend and 
poet from the city of Baltimore. She is 
a former activist, who wrote poems for 
various Baltimore newsletters. She is 
now 93 years old and continues to write 
poems. She wrote the following poem 
to express how moved she was by the 

tragic events of September 11, 2001. 

Like so many Americans, she is draw-

ing on her strong faith, family, and 

community to help at this difficult 

time.
I ask that the poem be printed in the 

RECORD.

The poem follows: 

TURN BACK TO GOD

(By Ethel Smith) 

Turn back 

Turn back 

To God 

Dear friends 

He will not turn you away. 

Come back 

Come back 

To God 

Everyone

We have wandered to far away. 

Then fall on your knees and pray. 

Come back 

Come back 

To the church of your choice 

Then ask that Faith take sway. 

Oh! Come back 

Come back 

Come back 

Dear friends 

Let not your prayers e’er cease. 

Come back 

Come back 

To God 

Everyone

To pray for our country and peace. 

Then while you are praying for God’s bless-

ings

On our land that we love so true 

Let us pray and ask God 

For his blessings 

On other lands 

Caught in this war too. 

We also pray 

Dear Father 

For the thousands that have lost their life 

and lie beneath all the rubble 

While their families await in strife. 

Have mercy on each and every one of us 

Dear Father 

As the suffering continues from the terrorist 

attack

on September 11, 2001. 

Amen.∑ 

f 

ALASKAN SMOKEJUMPER: MR. 

DAVID LISTON 

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, life 

as a smokejumper is not glamorous 

with huge financial benefits or per-

sonal recognition. Smokejumping is a 

dangerous job undertaken by those 

with a strong spirit who simply love 

what they do fighting forest fires. 

My home state of Alaska, and the 

states of many of my colleagues, have 

been struck by the wrath of forest 

fires. We often forget the men and 

women who bravely enter the ring of 

fire to battle the often times insur-

mountable flames. These courageous 

firefighters, known in the industry as 

smokejumpers, parachute out from DC– 

3 airplanes as they fly low over acres of 

intense smoke and flames shooting up 

from the forest canopy. On top of the 

physical and emotional danger related 

to smokejumping, work-related inju-

ries such as broken bones, burns and 

chainsaw gashes are common but occa-

sionally smokejumping claims the life 

of one of its own. 

Twenty-eight-year-old Bureau of 

Land Management-Alaska 
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smokejumper David J. Liston loved 

firefighting, and he died doing what he 

loved. During a refresher jump April 29, 

2000 in Fort Wainwright, Alaska, Da-

vid’s parachute and the back-up chute 

failed to open. David was returning to 

work after his honeymoon in Mexico 

with new wife Kristin; the two were 

married 21 days earlier, on April 8. 
Mr. President, David’s dedication to 

firefighting will be remembered on Oc-

tober 7 by President George W. Bush 

and First Lady Laura Bush at a Memo-

rial Service at the National Fallen 

Firefighters Memorial in Emmitsburg, 

Maryland. David’s name will be in-

scribed on a plaque at the memorial, 

along with the names of 100 other fire-

fighters who died in 2000. Sadly, after 

the service, the memorial will bear the 

names of 2,181 firefighters from 38 

states and Puerto Rico. Each family, 

including David’s, will be presented 

with an American flag that has been 

flown over the nation’s Capitol. 
None of us can thank firefighters 

enough for the work they do everyday. 

The heroism and bravery we witnessed 

in the firefighters in New York City, at 

the Pentagon and in Pennsylvania on 

September 11, remind us of the courage 

America’s firefighters must embrace 

daily. Their selflessness and their de-

sire to help others is to be commended, 

and we always need to remember those, 

like David Liston, for their service and 

determination to get the job done.∑ 

f 

EXCELLENCE IN PHYSICAL 

FITNESS

∑ Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 

today to commend the students and 

faculty at three exemplary elementary 

schools in the great State of Idaho— 

Oakley Elementary in Oakley, Ucon 

Elementary in Idaho Falls, and Oak-

wood Elementary in Preston. The stu-

dents’ demonstrated excellence in 

physical fitness has earned them rec-

ognition by the President of the United 

States for their efforts to improve 

their physical well-being and raise 

awareness for this important issue. 

Obesity among American youth has 

doubled in the past 10 years, and not 

only is this unhealthy by itself but can 

also lead to other physical ailments 

later in life, such as high blood pres-

sure, type two diabetes, or cardio-

vascular disease. 
Oakley, Ucon, and Oakwood Elemen-

tary schools were named ‘‘State Cham-

pion’’ schools by the President’s Coun-

cil on Physical Fitness and Sports and 

selected based on their outstanding 

achievement in the President’s Chal-

lenge Physical Activity and Fitness 

Awards Program. 
I commend these students and their 

teachers for their commitment to 

physical fitness. Good habits need to 

start at a young age and I hope that 

these students’ healthy behaviors will 

continue throughout their lives.∑ 

TEXAS A&M/CORPS OF CADETS 

125TH ANNIVERSARY 

∑ Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize with pleasure 
Texas A&M University on its 125th an-
niversary. Texas A&M, one of our Na-
tion’s finest institutions of higher edu-
cation, was opened on October 4, 1876 as 
the Agriculture and Mechanical Col-
lege of Texas. From its roots of agri-
culture and engineering, A&M has 
grown into a world class university 
that is a leader in university research 
and development. It also offers an 
amazing 383 degree-granting programs. 
Although the university is justifiably 
proud of its academic reputation, A&M 
is especially proud of its famous Corps 
of Cadets. 

For 125 years, A&M’s Corps of Cadets 
have provided our State and country 
with leaders in the military, govern-
ment and business. Texas A&M has the 
largest cadet corps outside the U.S. 
military academies and commissions 
more officers in all four branches of 
service than any other university mili-
tary program. Former cadets have 
served in every military conflict, from 
the Indian Wars to Desert Storm. Dur-
ing World War II, 54,000 Aggies served 
as officers, more than any other school, 
including the service academies. They 
have always answered our Nation’s 
call, and they have always met the 
challenge. Although only a small per-
centage of Texas A&M’s student popu-
lation, members of the Corps of Cadets 
are the keepers of the many famous 
traditions at A&M that contribute to 
the unique culture and spirit that is 
‘‘Aggieland.’’ Today, former cadets 
serve in leadership and frontline forces 
throughout our military services and 
will help lead our Nation to success in 
this 21st century war against ter-
rorism.

Although the military has seen tech-
nology move from horse and rifle to 
spacecraft and lasers, the foundations 
of our military, leadership and team-
work, remain the same. These traits 
are the bedrock of the Corps and of 
Texas A&M University and explain the 
success of the University and its grad-
uates. During this most difficult time 
in our Nation’s history, we are all 
learning the value and strength of 
A&M’s Corps of Cadets motto, Per 
Unitatem Vis—Through Unity, 
Strength.

On behalf of my colleagues in the 
United States Senate, and with just 
and lasting pride, I offer heartfelt ap-
preciation and respect to all the cur-
rent and former members of the illus-
trious Texas A&M University Corps of 
Cadets. I also wish all Aggies around 
the world a Happy 125th Anniversary.∑ 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bills were read the first 
time

S. 1499. A bill to provide assistance to 

small business concerns adversely impacted 

by the terrorist attacks perpetrated against 

the United States on September 11, 2001, and 

for other purposes. 
S. 1510. A bill to deter and punish terrorist 

acts in the United States and around the 

world, to enhance law enforcement inves-

tigatory tools, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 

COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were 

laid before the Senate, together with 

accompanying papers, reports, and doc-

uments, which were referred as indi-

cated:

EC–4293. A communication from the Presi-

dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, a report relative to Columbia; 

to the Committee on Appropriations. 
EC–4294. A communication from the Assist-

ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, Depart-

ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, a certification for Fiscal Year 2002; to 

the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
EC–4295. A communication from the Assist-

ant Secretary for Administration and Man-

agement, Department of Labor, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, the report of a nomi-

nation for the position of Administrator, 

Wage and Hour Division, received on October 

3, 2001; to the Committee on Health, Edu-

cation, Labor, and Pensions. 
EC–4296. A communication from the Direc-

tor, Office of Regulations Management, 

Board of Veterans Appeals, Department of 

Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Board of 

Veterans Appeals: Rules of Practice-Sub-

poenas’’ (RIN2900–AJ58) received on October 

3, 2001; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-

fairs.
EC–4297. A communication from the Direc-

tor of the Office of Personnel Management, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the Annual 

Report on Veterans’ Employment in the Fed-

eral Government for Fiscal Year 2000 ; to the 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
EC–4298. A communication from the Acting 

Deputy General Counsel, Office of Financial 

Assistance, Small Business Administration, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 

a rule entitled ‘‘Business Loan Program and 

Office of Hearings and Appeals’’ (RIN3245– 

AE51) received on October 3, 2001; to the 

Committee on Small Business and Entrepre-

neurship.
EC–4299. A communication from the Acting 

Deputy General Counsel, Office of Financial 

Assistance, Small Business Administration, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 

a rule entitled ‘‘Microloan Program’’ 

(RIN3245–AE73) received on October 3, 2001; 

to the Committee on Small Business and En-

trepreneurship.
EC–4300. A communication from the Sec-

retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-

ant to law, a report relative to the 1989 

Exxon Valdez oil spill; to the Committee on 

Energy and Natural Resources. 
EC–4301. A communication from the Acting 

Director of the Office of Surface Mining, De-

partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Maryland Regulatory Program’’ (MD–050– 

FOR) received on October 2, 2001; to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 
EC–4302. A communication from the Dis-

trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, a 

report entitled ‘‘Audit of the Peoples Coun-

sel Agency Fund for Fiscal Year 2000’’; to the 

Committee on Governmental Affairs. 
EC–4303. A communication from the Dis-

trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, a 
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report entitled ‘‘Audit of the Public Service 

Commission Agency Fund for Fiscal Year 

2000’’; to the Committee on Governmental 

Affairs.

EC–4304. A communication from the Under 

Secretary for Food, Nutrition, and Consumer 

Services, Department of Agriculture, trans-

mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 

entitled ‘‘National School Lunch Program 

and School Breakfast Program: Alternatives 

to Standard Application and Meal Counting 

Procedures’’ (RIN0584–AC25) received on Oc-

tober 2, 2001; to the Committee on Agri-

culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4305. A communication from the Prin-

cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-

titled ‘‘Revocation of Unlimited Tolerance 

Exemptions; Correction and Reopening of 

Comment Period’’ (FRL6803–8) received on 

October 2, 2001; to the Committee on Agri-

culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4306. A communication from the Prin-

cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-

titled ‘‘Sethoxydim; Pesticide Tolerances for 

Emergency Exemptions’’ (FRL6802–3) re-

ceived on October 2, 2001; to the Committee 

on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4307. A communication from the Prin-

cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-

titled ‘‘Fenthion, Methidathion , Naled, 

Phorate, and Profenofos; Tolerance Revoca-

tions’’ (FRL6795–8) received on October 2, 

2001; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-

trition, and Forestry. 

EC–4308. A communication from the Acting 

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 

Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-

partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Irish Potatoes Grown in Colorado; Modi-

fication of Area No. 3 Handling Regulation’’ 

(Doc. No. FV01–948–1FR) received on October 

2, 2001; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-

trition, and Forestry. 

EC–4309. A communication from the Acting 

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 

Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-

partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Papayas Grown in Hawaii; Suspension of 

Grade, Inspection, and Related Reporting 

Requirements’’ (Doc. No. FV01–928–1FIR) re-

ceived on October 3, 2001; to the Committee 

on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4310. A communication from the Acting 

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 

Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-

partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Tomatoes Grown in Florida; Change to the 

Handling Regulation for Producer Field- 

Packed Tomatoes’’ (Doc. No. FV01–966–1FIR) 

received on October 3, 2001; to the Committee 

on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4311. A communication from the Acting 

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 

Service, Fruit and Vegetable Programs, De-

partment of Agriculture, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Oranges and Grapefruit (Texas and States 

Other Than Florida, California, and Ari-

zona); Grade Standards’’ (Doc. No. FV–00–304) 

received on October 3, 2001; to the Committee 

on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–4312. A communication from the Assist-

ant Secretary for Export Administration, 

Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Indian and Pakistan: Lifting of Sanctions, 

Removal of Indian and Pakistani Entities, 

and Revision in License Review Policy’’ 

(RIN0694–AC50) received on October 1, 2001; 

to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs. 

EC–4313. A communication from the Assist-

ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office 

of Public and Indian Housing, Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-

titled ‘‘Revision to SEMAP Lease-Up Indi-

cator’’ (RIN2577–AC21) received on October 1, 

2001; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 

and Urban Affairs. 

EC–4314. A communication from the Assist-

ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office 

of the Secretary, Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 

to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fair 

Market Rents for the Housing Choice Vouch-

er Program and Moderate Rehabilitation 

Single Room Occupancy Program-Fiscal 

Year 2002’’ (FR–4680–N–02) received on Octo-

ber 1, 2001; to the Committee on Banking, 

Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–4315. A communication from the Gen-

eral Counsel, National Credit Union Admin-

istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 

report of a rule entitled ‘‘Organization and 

Operations of Federal Credit Unions Non-

discrimination Requirements—Non-

discrimination in Advertising’’ (12 CFR Sec-

tion 701.31(d)) received on October 3, 2001; to 

the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs. 

EC–4316. A communication from the Gen-

eral Counsel, National Credit Union Admin-

istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 

report of a rule entitled ‘‘Truth in Savings’’ 

(12 CFR Part 707) received on October 3, 2001; 

to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs. 

EC–4317. A communication from the Chair-

man of the International Trade Commission, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 

the Strategic Plan which covers the period 

from Fiscal Year 2001 through Fiscal Year 

2002; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–4318. A communication from the Chief 

of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 

Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-

mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 

entitled ‘‘Appeals Settlement Guidelines: 

Pharmaceutical—Accrual of Medicaid Re-

bate Liability’’ (UIL0461.01–10) received on 

October 1, 2001; to the Committee on Fi-

nance.

EC–4319. A communication from the Sec-

retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, a report relative to the federal Unem-

ployment Trust Fund; to the Committee on 

Finance.

EC–4320. A communication from the Chief 

of the Regulations Branch, United States 

Customs Service, Department of the Treas-

ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-

port of a rule entitled ‘‘Preferential Treat-

ment of Brassieres Under the United States- 

Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act’’ 

(RIN1515–AC89) received on October 2, 2001; 

to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–4321. A communication from the Regu-

lations Coordinator, Administration for 

Children and Families, transmitting, pursu-

ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘In-

dividual Development Accounts’’ (RIN0970– 

AC08) received on October 3, 2001; to the 

Committee on Finance. 

EC–4322. A communication from the Regu-

lations Coordinator, Health Care Financing 

Administration, Department of Health and 

Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Require-

ments for the Recredentialing of Medicare 

and Choice Organization Providers’’ 

(RIN0938–AK41) received on October 3, 2001; 

to the Committee on Finance. 
EC–4323. A communication from the Regu-

lations Coordinator, Centers for Medicare 

and Medicaid Services, Department of 

Health and Human Services, transmitting, 

pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

Modification of the Medicaid Upper Payment 

Limit Transition Period for Impatient Hos-

pital Services, Outpatient Hospital Services, 

Nursing Facility Services, Intermediate Care 

Facilities for the Mentally Retarded, and 

Clinic Services’’ (RIN0938–AK89) received on 

October 3, 2001; to the Committee on Fi-

nance.
EC–4324. A communication from the Regu-

lations Coordinator, Centers for Medicare 

and Medicaid Services, Department of 

Health and Human Services, transmitting, 

pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Medicare Program; Replacement of Reason-

able Change Methodology by Fee Schedules 

for Parental and Enternal Nutrients, Equip-

ment, and Supplies’’ (RIN0938–AJ00) received 

on October 3, 2001; to the Committee on Fi-

nance.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, 

with an amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute:
S. 838: A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve the safe-

ty and efficacy of pharmaceuticals for chil-

dren. (Rept. No. 107–79). 
By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary, without amendment: 
S. Res. 164: A resolution designating Octo-

ber 19, 2001, as ‘‘National Mammography 

Day.’’
By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on 

Foreign Relations, with an amendment in 

the nature of a substitute and an amendment 

to the title: 
S. 1465: A bill to authorize the President to 

exercise waivers of foreign assistance re-

strictions with respect to Pakistan through 

September 30, 2003, and for other purposes. 
By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary, without amendment: 
S.J. Res. 18: A joint resolution memori-

alizing fallen firefighters by lowering the 

United States flag to half-staff on the day of 

the National Fallen Firefighters Memorial 

Service in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 
S. Con. Res. 74: A concurrent resolution 

condemning bigotry and violence against 

Sikh-Americans in the wake of terrorist at-

tacks in New York City and Washington, 

D.C. on September 11, 2001. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 

COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of 

committees were submitted: 

By Mr. BIDEN for the Committee on For-

eign Relations. 
*Patrick Francis Kennedy, of Illinois, a Ca-

reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 

Class of Career Minister, to be Alternate 

Representative of the United States of Amer-

ica to the Sessions of the General Assembly 

of the United Nations during his tenure of 

service as Representative of the United 

States of America to the United Nations for 

U.N. Management and Reform. 
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By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 

Judiciary.
Barrington D. Parker, Jr., of Connecticut, 

to be United States Circuit Judge for the 

Second Circuit. 
Michael P. Mills, of Mississippi, to be 

United States District Judge for the North-

ern District of Mississippi. 
Timothy Mark Burgess, of Alaska, to be 

United States Attorney for the District of 

Alaska for the term of four years. 
Harry Sandlin Mattice, Jr., of Tennessee, 

to be United States Attorney for the Eastern 

District of Tennessee for the term of four 

years.
Robert Garner McCampbell, of Oklahoma, 

to be United States Attorney for the Western 

District of Oklahoma for the term of four 

years.
Matthew Hansen Mead, of Wyoming, to be 

United States Attorney for the District of 

Wyoming for the term of four years. 
Michael W. Mosman, of Oregon, to be 

United States Attorney for the District of 

Oregon for the term of four years. 
John W. Suthers, of Colorado, to be United 

States Attorney for the District of Colorado 

for the term of four years. 
Susan W. Brooks, of Indiana, to be United 

States Attorney for the Southern District of 

Indiana for the term of four years. 
John L. Brownlee, of Virginia, to be United 

States Attorney for the Western District of 

Virginia for the term of four years. 
Todd Peterson Graves, of Missouri, to be 

United States Attorney for the Western Dis-

trict of Missouri for the term of four years. 
Terrell Lee Harris, of Tennessee, to be 

United States Attorney for the Western Dis-

trict of Tennessee for the term of four years. 
David Claudio Iglesias, of New Mexico, to 

be United States Attorney for the District of 

New Mexico for the term of four years. 
Charles W. Larson, Sr., of Iowa, to be 

United States Attorney for the Northern Dis-

trict of Iowa for the term of four years. 
Steven M. Colloton, of Iowa, to be United 

States Attorney for the Southern District of 

Iowa for the term of four years. 
Gregory Gordon Lockhart, of Ohio, to be 

United States Attorney for the Southern 

District of Ohio for the term of four years. 
Jay B. Stephens, of Virginia, to be Asso-

ciate Attorney General. 

Benigno G. Reyna, of Texas, to be Director 

of the United States Marshals Service. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-

ommendation that it be confirmed sub-

ject to the nominee’s commitment to 

respond to requests to appear and tes-

tify before any duly constituted com-

mittee of the Senate. 
(Nominations without an asterisk 

were reported with the recommenda-

tion that they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 

JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-

tions were introduced, read the first 

and second times by unanimous con-

sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. BOND,

Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 

INOUYE, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. SAR-

BANES, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 

REED, Mrs . CLINTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 

CLELAND, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 

LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, Mr. DASCHLE, Mrs. LIN-

COLN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. ROCKE-

FELLER, Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mr. HOL-

LINGS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 

CORZINE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. CANTWELL,

Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. MUR-

RAY, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. NELSON of

Florida, Mr. BIDEN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 

ENZI, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. CRAPO):

S. 1499. A bill to provide assistance to 

small business concerns adversely impacted 

by the terrorist attacks perpetrated against 

the United States on September 11, 2001, and 

for other purposes; read the first time. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. MIL-

LER):

S. 1500. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide tax and other in-

centives to maintain a vibrant travel and 

tourism industry, to keep working people 

working, and to stimulate economic growth, 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on 

Finance.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mrs. 

CLINTON):

S. 1501. A bill to consolidate in a single 

independent agency in the Executive branch 

the responsibilities regarding food safety, la-

beling, and inspection currently divided 

among several Federal agencies; to the Com-

mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mrs. 

LINCOLN, Mr. CHAFEE , Mr. BAYH, and 

Ms. SNOWE):

S. 1502. A bill to amend the internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a refundable tax 

credit for health insurance costs for COBRA 

continuation coverage, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 

Mr. DEWINE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Ms. 

SNOWE, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BOND, Mr. 

LEVIN, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. GRAHAM):

S. 1503. A bill to extend and amend the Pro-

moting Safe and Stable Families Program 

under subpart 2 of part B of title IV of the 

Social Security Act, to provide the Sec-

retary of Health and Human Services with 

new authority to support programs men-

toring children of incarcerated parents, to 

amend the Foster Care Independent Living 

Program under part E of title IV of the So-

cial Security Act to provide for educational 

and training vouchers for youths aging out 

of foster care, and for other purposes; to the 

Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself and Mr. 

BREAUX):

S. 1504. A bill to extend the moratorium 

enacted by the Internet Tax Freedom Act 

through June 30, 2002; to the Committee on 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. KERRY):

S. 1505. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Commerce to establish a Travel and Tourism 

Promotion Bureau; to the Committee on 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 

S. 1506. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to repeal the requirement for 

reduction of SBP survivor annuities by de-

pendency and indemnity compensation; to 

the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 

S. 1507. A bill to provide for small business 

growth and worker assistance, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, Mr. 

REED, and Mr. TORRICELLI):

S. 1508. A bill to increase the preparedness 

of the United States to respond to a biologi-

cal or chemical weapons attack; to the Com-

mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 

Pensions.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 1509. A bill to establish a grant program 

to enable rural police departments to gain 

access to the various crime-fighting, inves-

tigatory, and information-sharing resources 

available on the Internet, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 

LOTT, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 

GRAHAM, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. SAR-

BANES):

S. 1510. A bill to deter and punish terrorist 

acts in the United States and around the 

world, to enhance law enforcement inves-

tigatory tools, and for other purposes; read 

the first time. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 

S.J. Res. 24. A joint resolution honoring 

Maureen Reagan on the occasion of her 

death and expressing condolences to her fam-

ily, including her husband Dennis Revell and 

her daughter Rita Revell; to the Committee 

on the Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 

and Senate resolutions were read, and 

referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Ms. 

MIKULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. HATCH,

Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. REID):

S. Res. 168. A resolution congratulating 

and honoring Cal Ripken, Jr. for his amazing 

and storybook career as a player for the Bal-

timore Orioles and thanking him for his con-

tributions to baseball, the State of Mary-

land, and the United States; considered and 

agreed to. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-

MER, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. CORZINE, Ms. 

SNOWE, Mr. VOINOVICH, and Mr. 

LIEBERMAN):

S. Con. Res. 75. A concurrent resolution to 

express the sense of the Congress that the 

Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should 

be presented to public safety officers killed 

or seriously injured as a result of the ter-

rorist attacks perpetrated against the 

United States on September 11, 2001, and to 

those who participated in the search, rescue 

and recovery efforts in the aftermath of 

those attacks; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. CLINTON,

and Mr. SCHUMER):

S. Con. Res. 76. A concurrent resolution 

honoring the law enforcement officers, fire-

fighters, emergency rescue personnel, and 

health care professionals who have worked 

tirelessly to search for and rescue the vic-

tims of the horrific attacks on the United 

States on September 11, 2001; to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 237

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,

the name of the Senator from Utah 

(Mr. HATCH) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 237, a bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 1993 

income tax increase on Social Security 

benefits.

S. 267

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
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(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 267, a bill to amend the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Act of 1921, to 
make it unlawful for any stockyard 
owner, market agency, or dealer to 
transfer or market nonambulatory 
livestock, and for other purposes. 

S. 345

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 345, a bill to amend the Animal Wel-
fare Act to strike the limitation that 
permits interstate movement of live 
birds, for the purpose of fighting, to 
States in which animal fighting is law-
ful.

S. 572

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 572, a bill to amend title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to extend 
modifications to DSH allotments pro-
vided under the Medicare, Medicaid, 
and SCHIP Benefits Improvement and 
Protection Act of 2000. 

S. 615

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH

of Oregon) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 615, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the eligibility of veterans for mortgage 
bond financing, and for other purposes. 

S. 686

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 686, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide a credit against tax for energy 
efficient appliances. 

S. 694

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 694, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide that a deduction equal to fair mar-
ket value shall be allowed for chari-
table contributions of literary, musi-
cal, artistic, or scholarly compositions 
created by the donor. 

S. 775

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 775, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to permit ex-
pansion of medical residency training 
programs in geriatric medicine and to 
provide for reimbursement of care co-
ordination and assessment services 
provided under the medicare program. 

S. 905

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 905, a bill to provide incen-
tives for school construction, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 913

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 

FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 913, a bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to provide for 

coverage under the medicare program 

of all oral anticancer drugs. 

S. 952

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 

SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

952, a bill to provide collective bar-

gaining rights for public safety officers 

employed by States or their political 

subdivisions.

S. 969

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 

WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 969, a bill to establish a Tick- 

Borne Disorders Advisory Committee, 

and for other purposes. 

S. 1083

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 

(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 1083, a bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to exclude 

clinical social worker services from 

coverage under the medicare skilled 

nursing facility prospective payment 

system.

S. 1111

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 

(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 1111, a bill to amend the Con-

solidated Farm and Rural Development 

Act to authorize the National Rural 

Development Partnership, and for 

other purposes. 

S. 1163

At the request of Mr. CORZINE, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 

(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 1163, a bill to increase the mort-

gage loan limits under the National 

Housing Act for multifamily housing 

mortgage insurance. 

S. 1214

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 

WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

1214, a bill to amend the Merchant Ma-

rine Act, 1936, to establish a program 

to ensure greater security for United 

States seaports, and for other purposes. 

S. 1262

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,

the names of the Senator from New 

Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator 

from Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX), the Sen-

ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), the Sen-

ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),

the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 

CONRAD), and the Senator from Georgia 

(Mr. MILLER) were added as cosponsors 

of S. 1262, a bill to make improvements 

in mathematics and science education, 

and for other purposes. 

S. 1269

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 

names of the Senator from New Mexico 

(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from 

Georgia (Mr. MILLER) were added as co-

sponsors of S. 1269, a bill to amend title 

XIX of the Social Security Act to re-

vise and simplify the transitional med-

ical assistance (TMA) program. 

S. 1271

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 

(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 1271, a bill to amend chapter 

35 of title 44, United states Code, for 

the purpose of facilitating compliance 

by small business concerns with cer-

tain Federal paperwork requirements, 

to establish a task force to examine 

the feasibility of streamlining paper-

work requirements applicable to small 

business concerns, and for other pur-

poses.

S. 1278

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from California 

(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 1278, a bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a United 

States independent film and television 

production wage credit. 

S. 1296

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 

names of the Senator from Vermont 

(Mr. LEAHY) and the Senator from Mas-

sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added as 

cosponsors of S. 1296, a bill to provide 

for the protection of the due process 

rights of United States citizens (includ-

ing United States servicemembers) be-

fore foreign tribunals, including the 

International Criminal Court, for the 

prosecution of war criminals, and for 

other purposes. 

S. 1327

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-

lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-

sponsor of S. 1327, a bill to amend title 

49, United States Code, to provide 

emergency Secretarial authority to re-

solve airline labor disputes. 

S. 1434

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 

(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 1434, a bill to authorize the 

President to award posthumously the 

Congressional Gold Medal to the pas-

sengers and crew of United Airlines 

flight 93 in the aftermath of the ter-

rorist attack on the United States on 

September 11, 2001. 

S. 1447

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 

1447, a bill to improve aviation secu-

rity, and for other purposes. 

S. 1465

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

names of the Senator from Delaware 

(Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from Ne-

braska (Mr. HAGEL), the Senator from 

Tennessee (Mr. FRIST), the Senator 

from Minnesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 

TORRICELLI), the Senator from West 

Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the Sen-

ator from Virginia (Mr. ALLEN), and 
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the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN)

were added as cosponsors of S. 1465, a 

bill to authorize the President to exer-

cise waivers of foreign assistance re-

strictions with respect to Pakistan 

through September 30, 2003, and for 

other purposes. 

S. 1478

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 

names of the Senator from Michigan 

(Ms. STABENOW) and the Senator from 

Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) were added as co-

sponsors of S. 1478, a bill to amend the 

Animal Welfare Act to improve the 

treatment of certain animals, and for 

other purposes. 

S. 1482

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 

ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 

S. 1482, a bill to consolidate and revise 

the authority of the Secretary of Agri-

culture relating to protection of ani-

mal health. 

S. RES. 109

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-

NER) was added as a cosponsor of S.Res. 

109, a resolution designating the second 

Sunday in the month of December as 

‘‘National Children’s Memorial Day’’ 

and the last Friday in the month of 

April as ‘‘Children’s Memorial Flag 

Day.’’

S. RES. 161

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon) was added as a co-

sponsor of S.Res. 161, a resolution des-

ignating October 17, 2001, as a ‘‘Day of 

National Concern About Young People 

and Gun Violence.’’ 

S. RES. 164

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 

(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-

sor of S.Res. 164, a resolution desig-

nating October 19, 2001, as ‘‘National 

Mammography Day.’’ 

S. CON. RES. 17

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 

(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 

S.Con.Res. 17, a concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress that 

there should continue to be parity be-

tween the adjustments in the com-

pensation of members of the uniformed 

services and the adjustments in the 

compensation of civilian employees of 

the United States. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 

BOND, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BINGA-

MAN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 

WELLSTONE, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 

AKAKA, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. REED,

Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 

CLELAND, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 

LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, Mr. DASCHLE, Mrs. 

LINCOLN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. CARNAHAN,

Mr. HOLLINGS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 

LEAHY, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. LEVIN,

Ms. CANTWELL, Ms. LANDRIEU,

Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 

JOHNSON, Mr. NELSON of Flor-

ida, Mr. BIDEN, Ms. COLLINS,

Mr. ENZI, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. 

CRAPO):
S. 1499. A bill to provide assistance to 

small business concerns adversely im-

pacted by the terrorist attacks per-

petrated against the United States on 

September 11, 2001, and for other pur-

poses; read the first time. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am in-

troducing today, together with Senator 

BOND, the ranking member of the Com-

mittee on Small Business and Entre-

preneurship, and 26 of my colleagues, 

including Senators WELLSTONE, HAR-

KIN, CLELAND, LIEBERMAN, EDWARDS,

CARNAHAN, LEVIN, SNOWE, SCHUMER,

CLINTON, DASCHLE, BINGAMAN, INOUYE,

SARBANES, AKAKA, REED of Rhode Is-

land, DURBIN, KENNEDY, GRASSLEY,

TORRICELLI, LINCOLN, ROCKEFELLER,

HOLLINGS, LEAHY, CORZINE, CANTWELL,

LANDRIEU, ALLEN, MURRAY, and JOHN-

SON, the American Small Business 

Emergency Relief and Recovery Act of 

2001.
This is emergency legislation to help 

small businesses that have been im-

pacted as a consequence of the attacks 

that took place on September 11. Thou-

sands of small businesses employing 

millions of Americans are suffering sig-

nificantly as a consequence of what has 

happened. Many of these companies 

may not survive. But these businesses 

are the engine of our economy and we 

need to act to help them. 
This bill is the product of bipartisan 

work on our committee. I thank Sen-

ator BOND for cosponsoring it and for 

working with us. It includes input from 

many sources, much of which was gath-

ered through a combination of about 30 

meetings and conference calls with 

small business trade associations, con-

tractors, subcontractors, small busi-

ness lenders, and small business con-

sultants.
Of course, I think we have all learned 

firsthand a lot from the small business 

owners who have told us their personal 

stories of healthy businesses—up until 

September 11—which have simply 

taken a nosedive as a consequence of 

the tragic events. 
Our airport small businesses, our taxi 

drivers, small hotels and restaurants, 

small suppliers, travel agents, crop 

dusters, charter bus companies, and 

many others have called to explain 

their plight. For example, there is a 

woman in my State who started a trav-

el agency 26 years ago in a suburb of 

Boston. She has six employees. She is 

hanging on now only through personal 

savings because they have zero busi-

ness all of a sudden. The agency has 

virtually no incoming sales, and has 

had to refund commissions on all can-

celed vacation packages, cruises and 

airline tickets that had generated in-

come over the past 6 months. 
Yesterday, I met with a fellow who 

does a lot of business out in North Da-

kota. Senator CONRAD introduced us. 

They were doing 20,000 sales a day. 

They went down to two sales a day for 

a period of time. They are now back up 

to about 10,000. But the problem is that 

banks are withholding the lines of 

credit for many of these companies, 

and we want them to survive. 
In New York where more than 14,000 

businesses inside and around ground 

zero have been impacted, there’s the 

story of Sydmore Sportswear just four 

blocks from where the World Trade 

Center once stood. Joseph Pinkas, 

who’s owned the small business for 20 

years owes $100,000 to his suppliers, and 

revenues are down 65 percent. ‘‘We 

don’t know where our customers are 

going to come from,’’ he said in an AP 

story. ‘‘I’m worried about the future, 

about survival. I don’t sleep at night.’’ 

Other businesses in the area are filled 

with dust and debris, and their phones 

are dead. 
Small businesses doing business with 

the Federal government have also felt 

the impact of the attacks on Sep-

tember 11, 2001. Small business con-

tractors, because of very real and le-

gitimate security concerns, have expe-

rienced a dramatic increase in costs for 

work in and around Federal govern-

ment facilities. We have heard reports 

of small businesses being denied access 

to their equipment on military bases, 

waiting for hours each day to enter 

government facilities and being limited 

in the hours they can work on their 

contracts. Once again, let me stress, 

these security precautions are very 

necessary, but they are having a dra-

matic impact on our small businesses. 

Many small businesses, particularly 

those performing government con-

tracts, operate on a tight profit mar-

gin, so when the contract takes longer 

to complete, or rented equipment goes 

unused or can not be returned, unan-

ticipated costs are incurred. 
Let me cite the situation faced by 

Dave Krueger, president of AS Horner 

Construction, Inc. out of Albuquerque, 

NM. Dave is currently doing work on a 

Federal contract at an Air Force facil-

ity pouring concrete parking aprons. 

Immediately after the attack, his com-

pany was locked out of the facility for 

nearly two weeks and currently have 

limited hours to access the construc-

tion site. Dave estimates that this will 

result in cost increases of at least 10 to 

15 percent, meaning he will take a loss 

on this contract. 
Such situations cannot go unre-

solved. Small businesses are far too im-

portant, not just to our national econ-

omy, but to our national defense as 

well. Small business are a vital compo-

nent of our national supply chain and 
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essential to our national security in-

terests.
This act was designed to mitigate 

bankruptcies, business closures, and 

layoffs related to the attacks. It also 

addresses the shrinking availability of 

credit and venture capital to small 

businesses through traditional lenders 

and investors, which has been exacer-

bated by the attacks. It includes 

changes in SBA’s main non-disaster 

lending and venture capital programs 

in order to encourage borrowing and 

lending for new and expanding small 

businesses that might otherwise be re-

luctant to start or expand their busi-

nesses in the post-September 11 econ-

omy.
This legislation addresses three cat-

egories of small businesses: 
One, small businesses directly af-

fected because they are physically lo-

cated in or near the buildings or areas 

attacked or closed for security meas-

ures, or are located in national air-

ports. For example, a brokerage firm 

located in one of the World Trade Cen-

ter Towers or an independent souvenir 

shop in the Reagan National Airport or 

the Miami International Airport. These 

businesses will be eligible for SBA’s 

economic injury disaster loans, under 

more favorable terms, such as deferring 

the payments and forgiving the inter-

est on these loans for two years, as 

well as increasing the loan caps and ex-

tending the deadline for applying for 

disaster loans to one year. 
Small businesses not physically dam-

aged or destroyed or in the vicinity of 

such businesses, but directly or indi-

rectly affected because they are a sup-

plier, service provider or complemen-

tary industry, especially the financial, 

hospitality, travel and tour industries. 

For example, a tour company in Hawaii 

or Rhode Island that has had hardly 

any sales since the attacks because the 

average occupancy at its client hotels 

has dropped to 10 percent. These busi-

nesses are eligible for 7(a) loans, tai-

lored to be easier to qualify for, to 

have lower interest rates, and to offer 

the option of deferring the principal 

payments for 1 year. 
Small businesses in need of capital 

and investment financing, procurement 

assistance or management counseling 

in the economic aftermath of Sep-

tember 11. These businesses will have 

access to a variety of SBA’s programs 

with incentive features, such as 

waiving the borrower’s fee for a regular 

7(a) loan for working capital or a 504 

loan to buy equipment to increase pro-

ductivity and beat the competition, or 

cut energy consumption and utility 

costs.
Mr. President, history has taught us 

that, during an economic down turn, 

lenders become increasingly reluctant 

to lend to small businesses. From our 

contact with lenders, we know loan 

committees decided days after the at-

tacks to clamp down on loans to small 

businesses. And to make matters 
worse, lenders are already calling in 
existing loans. One example is a woman 
who owns a manufacturing businesses 
in Quincy, MA, whose bank called her 
loan and credit line. She’s never missed 
a payment. Where is she going to come 
up with more than $1 million? If her 
business closes, 40 jobs are lost, her 
contribution to the tax base is lost, 
and she’s out of a job. It is critical to 
keep credit available to small busi-
nesses.

In addition to getting credit into the 
hands of small businesses, it is impor-
tant to make sure they have access to 
counseling and training to run their 
businesses better, deal with the vola-
tile market, and adjust to the changing 
times. Providing access to such coun-
seling helps protect our investment in 
their loans because a stronger business 
is more likely to repay its loans. This 
legislation increases funding for the 
Small Business Development Centers, 
with an emphasis on New York and 
Virginia, as well as the volunteer Serv-
ice Corps of Retired Executives, the 
Women’s Business Centers, and SBA’s 
microlending experts. 

To help alleviate the unfortunate sit-
uations related to delayed Federal con-
tracts, my legislation includes provi-
sions to help expedite the claims of 
small business contractors applying for 
equitable adjustments to their con-
tracts. The goal of this provision, sim-
ply, is to help offset the unanticipated 
and temporary costs of the increased 
security at Federal Government facili-
ties. Additionally, it establishes a $100 
million fund under the control of the 
Small Business Administration to en-
sure that no contracting agency has to 
pay out of previously allocated funds 
the increased costs of existing con-
tracts because of the security measures 
implemented as a result of the Sep-
tember 11th attacks. 

I have confidence in our economy. 
The attacks may have arrested one of 
our financial centers momentarily and 
robbed families and businesses of thou-
sands of brilliant and hard-working 
folks who helped make our country 
prosperous, but our economic founda-
tion is strong. We have world-class uni-
versities, we have a great work force 
made up of people with an amazing 
work ethic, our banks are strong, we 
have a reliable infrastructure for com-
munications, energy and transport, and 
the dollar is holding up. 

Now is not the time to pull back on 
investing in our economy, particularly 
in small-business development and 
growth. The SBA is doing a good job 
with the tools it has, but we need to 
improve those tools and give SBA more 
resources to deal with the scope of the 
problems faced by small businesses in 
the aftermath of September 11th. This 
legislation does just that. I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill, and the 
Senate to act quickly so that this 
emergency help is available very soon. 

Mr. President, Senator AKAKA could
not be present to voice his support for 
this bill and concern for the small busi-
nesses in Hawaii, so I ask unanimous 
consent that his statement be included 
in the RECORD. I also ask unanimous 
consent that a letter of support and the 
bill be printed in the RECORD.

In addition to this legislation that I 
am introducing today, there are a se-
ries of tax items that we believe fall 
into the category of stimulus, but they 
are not within the jurisdiction of our 
committee. As a member of the Fi-
nance Committee, I am going to en-
courage our committee to embrace 
these. One would be an increase in ex-
pensing, so that you can deduct an ex-
pense up to $24,000 of the cost of quali-
fying property; and we would encour-
age that increase and expensing to en-
courage greater business investment, 
and we want that expensing allowance 
increased to a higher amount. 

In addition, I have several times in-
troduced—and I will reintroduce—a 
zero capital gains tax for those compa-
nies with capitalization up to $200 mil-
lion or $300 million in new capitaliza-
tion in the critical technologies or en-
trepreneurial businesses, where we 
would most respond to the creation of 
the high-value-added jobs or some of 
the technology fixes that will exist for 
security, for instance, or for national 
defense and other things that we need 
to do with respect to the battle against 
terrorism.

Third would be changes in deprecia-
tion. There are a number of proposals 
for changes to depreciation rules. We 
would support some, such as changing 
the depreciation schedule for computer 
hardware from 5 years to 3, software 
from 3 years to 2, or several other pro-
posals.

Mr. President, there are a number of 
these tax proposals which the Small 
Business Committee will refer to the 
Finance Committee and to our col-
leagues with hopes that we can em-
brace them as a component of the stim-
ulus package because they will have a 
stimulus effect and a long-term bene-
ficial effect on our economy. 

Small businesses, as we all know, 
small businesses represent 99 percent of 
all employers, provide 75 percent of all 
net new jobs and contribute signifi-
cantly to our economy. Every single 
company on the stock exchange today 
began as a small business. Some of 
them, such as Callaway Golf, Federal 
Express, Intel, and many others, got 
help through the Small Business Ad-
ministration’s loans or venture capital. 

The Federal Government helped pro-
vide the impetus for those companies. 
We have many times over repaid the 
Federal Treasury the entire budget of 
the Small Business Administration and 

its lending programs through the taxes 

paid by the success stories of our in-

vestments.
I encourage my colleagues to em-

brace this emergency relief act, the 
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American Small Business Emergency 

Relief and Recovery Act, and these 

emergency tax measures, as a way of 

encouraging further business growth 

and development. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to print in the RECORD a letter 

from the National Community Rein-

vestment Corporation. 
There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL COMMUNITY

REINVESTMENT COALITION,

Washington, DC, October 2, 2001. 

Hon. JOHN F. KERRY,

Chairman, Committee on Small Business and 

Entrepreneurship, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN KERRY: The National Com-

munity Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC) 

strongly supports the American Small Busi-

ness Emergency Relief and Recovery Act of 

2001 as essential to the efforts of lending in-

stitutions, community organizations and 

local public agencies to help small busi-

nesses directly and indirectly impacted by 

the September 11th terrorist attacks. NCRC 

and our 800+ member organizations commu-

nity groups and local public agencies around 

the country also commend your leadership 

on this legislative measure and pledge to 

promote this bill via our membership and 

through our policy initiatives. 
In today’s new enterprise marketplace, en-

trepreneurs have surged into small busi-

nesses ownership in record numbers. Their 

impact on U.S. growth and productivity is 

evident.
America’s 25.5 million small businesses 

represent more than 99 percent of our na-

tion’s employers. They employ 51 percent of 

the private sector workforce and create over 

80 percent of all the net new jobs in the 

United States. 
In 2000, there were 612,400 new employer 

firms, an increase of 4.3 percent from 1999. 

Small business bankruptcies decreased by 

14.8 percent between 1999 and 2000, to the 

lowest level in over 20 years. And the busi-

ness failure index also decreased by 1.7 per-

cent since, 1999. 
Small businesses’ income increased 7.2 per-

cent, rising from 595.2 billion in 1998 to $638.2 

billion in 1999. They represent 96 percent of 

all exporters of goods and generate more 

than half of the nation’s gross domestic 

product.
Today, however, hardship and economic 

adversity have stricken the small business 

marketplace as a result of the September 

11th attacks. NCRC commends the Small 

Business Administration (SBA) for acting 

quickly to help entrepreneurs deal with the 

aftermath of the attacks. Unfortunately, 

SBA’s authority is limited under the Dis-

aster Loan Program guidelines. SBA may 

only provide assistance in declared disaster 

areas’ contiguous communities. 
What will happen to the gift basket service 

whose sole distribution source was a florist 

in one of the World Trade Center towers? 

What will happen to the small catering busi-

ness that has had to lay off staff as a result 

of banquet cancellations and no new book-

ings? And what will happen to the inde-

pendent souvenir store in Ronald Reagan 

International Airport and other airports, 

given current lack of traffic in the termi-

nals?
Your American Small Business Emergency 

Relief and Recovery Act of 2001 is key to the 

recovery efforts. If enacted, it will help 

small business entrepreneurs drive the 

American economy. NCRC has long cham-

pioned the role of small businesses in grow-

ing and expanding our economy. Since our 

inception in 1990, we have led the charge to 

bring equal access to credit and capital to all 

emerging market sectors. One highly suc-

cessful capacity-building initiative is the 

SBA/NCRC partnership on the 

CommunityExpress program. 
CommunityExpress is part of SBA’s initia-

tive to spur economic development and job 

creation in under-served communities. The 

program combines SBA loan guarantees, tar-

geted lending by select banks, and technical 

assistance from local NCRC membes. The 

key to CommunityExpress is that it provides 

small business entrepreneurs with technical 

and managerial assistance before and after 

the loan is made. 
The SBA/NCRC cooperative effort has led 

to the rapid growth of the loan program from 

a level of just over $2 million in Fall 1999 to 

over $42 million in loans as of September 

2001. Of the 439 loans to date, women and mi-

nority entrepreneurs have been the greatest 

beneficiaries, as nearly 56 percent of the 

loans have gone to women and 52 percent of 

loans have gone to minorities. The average 

size of a CommunityExpress loan is $96,527 

with 61 loans between $200,000 and $250,000. 
Your leadership has paved the way to sup-

port small businesses in the wake of the Sep-

tember 11th tragedy. NCRC pledges to con-

tinue support your efforts and to help entre-

preneurs in low- and moderate-income areas 

through CommunityExpress and other initia-

tives.
We thank you for your continuing efforts. 

We look forward to working with you and 

your outstanding staff during the course of 

the 107th Congress—and beyond. 

Yours sincerely, 

JOHN TAYLOR,

President and CEO. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my strong support for 

the American Small Business Emer-

gency Relief and Recovery Act of 2001. 

I thank Senator JOHN KERRY for intro-

ducing this bill, and I am pleased to be 

its principal cosponsor. In this period 

immediately following the September 

11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade 

Center and the Pentagon, I urge all my 

colleagues to review this bill closely. 

Its prompt passage will provide impor-

tant tools to small businesses that 

were directly and indirectly harmed by 

the terrorist attacks. 
As the ranking member of the Com-

mittee on Small Business and Entre-

preneurship, I receive on a daily basis 

pleas for help from small business in 

Missouri and across the Nation: small 

restaurants who have lost much of 

their business due to the fall off in 

business travel; local flight schools 

that have been grounded as a result of 

the recent terrorist attacks; and Main 

Street retailers who are struggling to 

survive in the slowing economy. Clear-

ly, we in Congress must act and act 

soon to help our Nation’s small busi-

nesses.
In response to these urgent calls for 

help, yesterday, I introduced the Small 

Business Leads to Economic Recovery 

Act of 2001 (S. 1493), which is designed 

to provide effective economic stimulus 

in three distinct but complementary 

ways: increasing access to capital for 

the Nation’s small enterprises; pro-

viding tax relief and investment incen-

tives for our small firms and the self- 

employed; and directing one of the Na-

tion’s largest consumers, the Federal 

Government, to shop with small busi-

ness in America. 
The Kerry-Bond bill goes to the heart 

of the problem by addressing the access 

to capital barriers now confronting 

small businesses. This bill is a bipar-

tisan collaboration between Senator 

KERRY and me and our staffs of the 

Committee on Small Business and En-

trepreneurship. We have worked to-

gether to devise one-time modifica-

tions to the SBA Disaster Relief, 7(a) 

and 504 Loan Programs because the 

traditional approach to disaster relief 

will not address the critical needs of 

thousands of small businesses located 

at or around the World Trade Center, 

the Pentagon and in strategic locations 

throughout the United States. 
In New York City, it may be a year 

or more before many of the small busi-

nesses destroyed or shut down by the 

terrorist attacks can reopen their 

doors for business. Small firms near 

the Pentagon, such as those at the 

Reagan National Airport or Crystal 

City, Virginia, are also shut down or 

barely operating. And there are small 

businesses throughout the United 

States that have been shut down for 

national security concerns. For exam-

ple, General Aviation aircraft remain 

grounded, closing all flight schools and 

other small businesses dependent on 

single engine aircraft. 
Regular small business disaster loans 

fall short of providing effective dis-

aster relief to help these small busi-

nesses. Therefore, our bill will allow 

small businesses to defer for up to two 

years repayment of principal and inter-

est on their SBA disaster relief loans. 

Interest that would otherwise accrue 

during the deferment period would be 

forgiven. The thrust of this essential 

new ingredient is to allow the small 

businesses to get back on their feet 

without jeopardizing their credit or 

driving them into bankruptcy. 
Small enterprises located in the 

presidentially declared disaster areas 

surrounding the World Trade Center 

and the Pentagon are not the only 

businesses experiencing extreme hard-

ship as a direct result of the terrorist 

attacks of September 11. Nationwide, 

thousands of small businesses are un-

able to conduct business or are oper-

ating at a bare-minimum level. Tens of 

thousands of jobs are at risk of being 

lost as small businesses weather the 

fall out from the September 11 attacks. 
The Kerry-Bond bill provides a spe-

cial financial tool to assist small busi-

nesses as they deal with these signifi-

cant business disruptions. Small busi-

nesses in need of working capital would 

be able to obtain SBA-guaranteed 

‘‘Emergency Relief Loans’’ from their 
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banks to help them during this period. 
Fees normally paid by the borrower to 
the SBA would be eliminated, and the 
SBA would guarantee 95 percent of the 
loan. A key feature of the bill is the 
authorization for banks to defer repay-
ment of principal for up to one year. 

My colleagues and I have been hear-
ing time and time again during the last 
three weeks since the terrorist attacks 
that small businesses are experiencing 
significant hardship. The downturn in 
business activity, however, was clearly 
underway prior to September 11. The 
downturn was further exacerbated by 
the terrorist attacks. 

Historically, when our economy 
slows or turns into a recession, the 
strength of the small business sector 
helps to right our economic ship, with 
small businesses leading the nation to 
economic recovery. Today, small busi-
nesses employ 58 percent of the U.S. 
workforce and create 75 percent of the 
net new jobs. Clearly, we cannot afford 
to ignore America’s small businesses as 
we consider measures to stimulate our 
economy.

The Kerry-Bond bill would provide 
for changes in the SBA 7(a) Guaranteed 
Business Loan Program and the 504 
Certified Development Company Loan 
Program to stimulate lending to small 
businesses that are most likely to grow 
and add new employees. These en-
hancements to the SBA’s 7(a) and 504 
loan programs are to extend for one 
year. They are designed to make the 
program more affordable during the pe-
riod when the economy is weak and 
banks have tightened their under-
writing requirements for small busi-
ness loans. 

Specifically, when the economy is 
slowing, it is normal for banks to raise 
the bar for obtaining commercial 
loans. However, making it harder for 
small businesses to survive is the 
wrong reaction to a slowing economy. 
By making these one-year adjustments 
to the 7(a) and 504 loans to make them 
more affordable to borrowers and lend-
ers, we will be working against his-
tory’s rules governing a slowing econ-
omy, thereby adding a stimulus for 
small businesses. Essentially, we will 
be providing a counter-cyclical action 
in the face of a slow economy with the 
express purpose of accelerating the re-
covery.

The SBA has a very effective infra-
structure for providing management 
assistance to small businesses located 
nationwide. The Small Business Devel-
opment Center (SBDC), SCORE, Wom-
en’s Business Center and Microloan 
programs provide much needed coun-
seling to small businesses that are 
struggling or facing problems in their 
start-up phase. With the U.S. economy 
under unusual stress, many segments 
of the small business community are 
today unable to cope with daily man-
agement issues. 

The Kerry-Bond bill would authorize 
expansions in these programs so that 

the SBDCs, the SCORE chapters and 

the Women’s Business Centers are posi-

tioned to address the needs of a large 

influx of small businesses looking for 

help. Our bill would create special au-

thorizations for each program to pro-

vide assistance tailored to the needs of 

small businesses following the Sep-

tember 11 terrorist attacks. In addi-

tion, the bill would increase the au-

thorization levels by the following 

amounts: SBDC program $25 million, 

SCORE $2 million, Women’s Business 

Centers, $2 million, and Microloan 

technical assistance, $5 million. 
In order to measure the impact of the 

terrorist attacks on small businesses 

and the effectiveness of the Federal re-

sponse to provide assistance, the 

Kerry-Bond bill directs the Office of 

Advocacy at the SBA to submit annual 

studies to the Congress for the next 

five years outlining its findings. Spe-

cifically, each annual report should in-

clude information and data on bank-

ruptcies and business failures, job 

losses, and the impact of the assistance 

to the adversely affected small busi-

nesses. $500,000 annually is authorized 

for the Office of Advocacy to carry out 

this important five year project. 
The American Small Business Emer-

gency Relief and Recovery Act of 2001 

is important legislation that is needed 

to help the many struggling small busi-

nesses. I am pleased to join Senator 

KERRY and my colleagues who are co-

sponsoring the bill in urging an early 

debate on this bill. Swift passage will 

very helpful to the long-term survival 

of many of American’s small busi-

nesses.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today in extremely strong support of S. 

1499, the American Small Business 

Emergency Relief and Protection Act, 

and I am pleased to be an original co- 

sponsor of the legislation. In the after-

math of the attacks on New York City 

and the Pentagon on September 11, we 

were right I believe, to focus our atten-

tion on the loss of human life and the 

enormous tragedy that had affected 

our entire Nation. From my perspec-

tive, there would have been something 

callous about calculating economic im-

pact when there was so much visible 

pain and suffering going on around us. 
But as time has passed, there is an 

economic reality that must be ad-

dressed in a coherent and effective 

fashion. The increasingly negative eco-

nomic reports we face cannot be ig-

nored as they have immediate and tan-

gible effects on the people and commu-

nities of our country. Over the last 

week or so the administration, along 

with key Members of Congress, have 

discussed the creation of an economic 

stimulus plan that is designed to pull 

our country and our economy back on 

track and back to where it belongs. Al-

though this plan has yet to be solidi-

fied, it will provide Americans with a 

stable and secure foundation upon 

which public confidence can grow 
again, economic growth can expand 
again, and business productivity can 
increase again. 

The bipartisan legislation that was 
introduced today by Senator KERRY

will complement this economic stim-
ulus package by giving substantial as-
sistance to the small businesses that 
were either directly affected by the 
events on September 11 or subse-
quently affected by the ripple that has 
spread across the United States. Sen-
ator KERRY has very wisely taken an 
approach that looks not only at the 
small businesses that were in the im-
mediate areas of the attack and thus 
suffered as a result of the damage or 
closures, but also those businesses— 
supplier firms, contractors, and so on— 
that have suffered indirectly as a re-
sult of the initial destruction. These 
businesses will now have the oppor-
tunity to obtain a number of benefits 
not previously available under current 
legislation. In brief, the legislation: ex-
pands and facilities access for small 
business to the SBA Disaster Loan Pro-
gram; offers incentives that allows 
business to use the 7(a) and 504 Loan 
Programs; provides additional funds to 
the SCORE and SBDC Programs, and; 
increases outreach done by SBA to 
small businesses in need of manage-
ment consulting. 

Let me provide some context to this 
effort. From where I sit, no sector of 
the economy is as vital, dynamic, and 
creative as small business. If you read 
the paper or listen to the news, you 
know that there has been an entrepre-
neurial explosion in the United States 
over the last decade, and that this ex-
plosion has significantly impacted 
every region in the country. According 
to the latest estimates, there are at 
least 24 million full time small busi-
nesses in the United States at this 
time, employing millions of Ameri-
cans. Make no mistake about it, these 
businesses drive the U.S. economy, as 
they are the ones that fire innovation, 
provide jobs, and create wealth for the 
country as a whole. When we talk 
about the knowledge economy, we are 
talking about small business. When we 
talk about energy and risk-taking, we 
are talking about small business. When 
we talk about the ‘‘creative destruc-
tion’’ that enhances our over-all com-
petitiveness and pushes our country 
forward, we are talking about small 
business.

Small business represents the best of 
the United States, and from where I sit 
we should always make sure it has ev-
erything it needs to make a go of it. In 
my State of New Mexico, there are 
nearly 40,000 small businesses, over half 
owned by women and minorities. These 
entities employ nearly 60 percent of 
the individuals that are now working 
in my state and generate billions of 
dollars in revenue. New Mexico depends 
on small business for its continued eco-
nomic welfare, and I am committed to 
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helping them succeed in good times 

and in bad. 
It is never easy to start a small busi-

ness or earn a profit, but it has gotten 

significantly harder recently. Many 

small businesses were already teetering 

on the brink as a result of the eco-

nomic downturn, but in number of 

cases, conditions have become unman-

ageable as a result of the September 11 

events and the recession. It is time to 

recognize that these folks need some 

help. This legislation does that. It 

shows that the Congress cares about 

what has happened and will do every-

thing in its power to put things back 

on track again. It accepts the fact that 

these folks are not experiencing a nor-

mal business cycle downturn, and that 

they can’t wait for the next upturn for 

things to get better. They need some 

assistance, and they need it now. 
As far as I am concerned, it would be 

a good fit to have this specific legisla-

tion in the economic stimulus package 

being put together at this time. How-

ever, given how far down the road the 

negotiations over that package are, I 

doubt if that is possible. If this is in-

deed the case, I think it is imperative 

absolutely imperative, that this legis-

lation be passed by both the Senate 

and the House, and then signed by the 

President as soon as possible. If we are 

looking for stability and confidence to 

be re-established in the United States, 

small business is a good place to start. 

It is time to act, and I urge my col-

leagues on both sides of the aisle to 

support this bill. 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join my colleagues from 

Massachusetts, Mr. KERRY, and Mis-

souri, Mr. BOND, as an original cospon-

sor of the American Small Business 

Emergency Relief and Protection Act 

of 2001. 
As our Nation grieves for the victims 

and honors the rescuers, the American 

people stand with President Bush and 

support his assurance that our response 

to this terrible event and our pursuit of 

justice will be ‘‘calm and resolute.’’ 

The challenge and responsibility we all 

share in the aftermath of September 11 

is to return to work, carry on with 

business, bolster our economy, and re-

store public confidence in the freedom 

of movement which we enjoy. 
We have already begun to repair the 

damage, enhance airline security, 

strengthen our national security, and 

fight terrorism. We have acted to sup-

port the airline industry in this dif-

ficult time. Now, legislation is needed 

to support small businesses as they 

face increasing challenges. 
It has been twenty-three days since 

the disaster and millions of workers 

and small businesses nationwide in a 

variety of industries have felt the eco-

nomic aftershock of these events. Ha-

waii’s hospitality industry has been hit 

particularly hard by the significant de-

crease in business and leisure travelers 

who are staying close to home. Airlines 

are having to adjust to the reduced 

number of travelers, while hotels are 

dealing with low occupancy rates due 

to the cancellation or postponement of 

planned trips to Hawaii. Since the air-

ports reopened, domestic visitor arriv-

als in Hawaii have decreased by 31 per-

cent compared to the same time period 

last year. Comparing international ar-

rivals during the period from Sep-

tember 15–25 for 2000 and 2001, reveals a 

65 percent decrease in visitors. Res-

taurants, hospitality services, shopping 

centers, and other tourism-related 

businesses are also being affected by 

the lack of visitors. The Hawaii De-

partment of Labor and Industrial Rela-

tions reports that unemployment 

claims for the week of September 17 

were double the weekly average. It is 

estimated that 80 percent of these 

claims are tourism related. 

Hawaii is not alone in experiencing a 

downturn in tourist and business trav-

el. Popular visitor destinations across 

the country, including Washington, 

DC, Florida, and Las Vegas have also 

endured sharp drops in visitors. The 

losses to airlines, hotels, restaurants, 

and other small businesses are already 

in the billions of dollars. The economic 

repercussions extend to all fifty states, 

as the economic decline impacts the 

lives of millions of people. 

While I am confident that Hawaii’s 

and our Nation’s tourism industry can 

withstand this downturn in the econ-

omy, action is necessary to help pre-

serve existing jobs and support the 

economy during this difficult time. 

Further job reductions will have sig-

nificant spillover effects on the econ-

omy.

The legislation is aimed at alle-

viating the economic strain on small 

businesses by providing crucial access 

to credit. By expanding the application 

eligibility of the Small Business Ad-

ministration’s Disaster Loan programs 

to event-based instead of location- 

based criteria, many more struggling 

companies in all 50 states will be able 

to obtain the assistance they need. For 

example, small companies which pro-

vide hospitality or travel services 

would be eligible. Many others in a 

wide range of industries would be per-

mitted to apply for assistance. The 

measure would also create incentives 

for small businesses to utilize the non- 

disaster relief loan programs. The in-

centives would encourage wary individ-

uals and companies to borrow and lend 

to establish and expand small busi-

nesses in the current economic envi-

ronment.

I thank my colleagues from Massa-

chusetts and Missouri for introducing 

this legislation and ask my colleagues 

to join in supporting this essential 

measure to assist small businesses in 

the aftermath of the heinous attacks of 

September 11. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself and Mr. 

MILLER):
S. 1500. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax and 

other incentives to maintain a vibrant 

travel and tourism industry, to keep 

working people working, and to stimu-

late economic growth, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Fi-

nance.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, today I rise 

to introduce critical legislation that 

will help restore confidence in our 

country’s ailing travel and tourism in-

dustry as well as serve as an immediate 

stimulus to our economy in general. 
As recent economic data have con-

firmed, our economy was ailing before 

the terrorist attacks on Tuesday, Sep-

tember, 11, but few were talking about 

emergency measures to stimulate it. 

What is different after September 11 is 

the downward spiral of the economy, 

led by the travel industry. 
Proposals for stimulating the econ-

omy have centered on traditional argu-

ments as to whether we should focus 

more on stimulating business invest-

ment, consumer demand, or infrastruc-

ture. Eager for a bipartisan approach, 

members of Congress and President 

Bush appear agreeable to splitting the 

difference and doing a little of each. To 

me, that’s a political solution and it ig-

nores the emergency created in the 

aftermath of September 11. 
I believe that we need to rethink 

what has happened to our economy to 

arrive at the stimulus legislation that 

attacks the major problem, and, there-

fore, will do the most overall good. 
Before September 11, our economy 

was ailing for precisely the reasons 

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-

span articulated, a lack of business in-

vestment. The terrorist attacks have 

made the general situation worse and 

caused an absolute emergency in cer-

tain sectors of the economy. Although 

I certainly agree that Congress should 

stimulate business investment and 

shore up consumer expectations, for ex-

ample, by making our recent tax law 

permanent, cutting capital gains taxes, 

eliminating corporate AMT and accel-

erating our outdated cost recovery pe-

riods, I contend that our first focus 

should be directly on the sector hard-

est hit by these events. 
To illustrate my point, an analogy is 

useful. Our economy had a bad case of 

the flu before September 11. Reducing 

interest rates, providing tax relief, and 

cutting regulatory burdens were all 

part of the antibiotic medicine needed 

to get the economy healthy again. Dur-

ing the economy’s rehabilitation pe-

riod, however, it sustained a major 

trauma. Under these circumstances, 

what should be a first priority, another 

dose of flue medication, or treatment 

applied directly to the gaping wound? 
I believe that we must focus an emer-

gency economic stimulus on the sector 

that has been most harmed: our travel 
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industry. If we are to prevent thou-

sands of bankruptcies, hundreds of 

thousands of lost jobs, as well as nu-

merous indirect consequences to the 

rest of the economy, it is essential that 

we provide some immediate help to the 

travel industry. 
Accordingly, I am introducing legis-

lation that seeks to treat this emer-

gency economic situation or wound be-

fore it spreads an infection throughout 

the entire economy. Elements of my 

legislation include: Providing a tem-

porary $500 tax credit per person ($1,000 

for a couple filing jointly) for personal 

travel expenses for travel originating 

in and within the United States. This 

will help encourage Americans to re-

sume their normal travel habits. Un-

like general rebate checks to tax-

payers, a tax credit conditioned on 

travel expenses ensures that the money 

is spent on a specific activity, in this 

case an activity that will generate 

positive economic ripples throughout 

the entire American economy. It will 

also help create confidence and encour-

age Americans to get back on air-

planes.
Since business travel expenses are al-

ready deductible, temporarily restor-

ing full deductibility for all business 

entertainment expenses, including 

meals, that are now subject to a 50 per-

cent limitation, would help bring back 

the backbone of the travel industry, 

the business traveler. 
Finally, in order to provide tax relief 

to those travel-related businesses most 

hurt by the terrorist attacks, Congress 

should allow these companies to ‘‘carry 

back’’ their losses incurred after Sep-

tember 11, for a temporary period of 

three additional years, a total, tem-

porary, ‘‘carry back’’ period of five 

years. This will allow companies that 

have been profitable until September 

11, but then lost money in excess of the 

past two years’ amount of profit, to 

offset previous years’ profit. Without 

this relief, many companies will go 

bankrupt, solely due to the terrorist 

attacks.
To be quick and temporary, the cred-

it should be available for expenses in-

curred before December 31, 2001. The 

travel could occur later. 
This legislation meets the criteria 

set forth by President Bush and the 

chairman of the Finance Committee. 

By definition, the relief would be tem-

porary. The revenue loss attributable 

to this legislation for 2001 should occur 

no later than 2002 and so there would 

not be a long-term, negative drag on 

our federal budget. In fact, I believe 

that it would help ensure a positive, 

long-term budgetary position by get-

ting America moving and doing busi-

ness again. As for the need to stimu-

late consumer spending, providing con-

sumers with incentives to travel is 

clearly a demand-driven idea. I also 

contend that it will help stem the re-

trenchment in business investment 

that the economy is experiencing in 

the travel industry and many related 

industries. Finally, travel is not a par-

tisan issue, it is one of the most bipar-

tisan of all issues. 

As Secretary O’ Neill said before the 

Finance Committee on October 3, ‘‘The 

medicine has to work and be worth the 

cost.’’ Without airline travel, collat-

eral consequences to related industries 

will be substantial. Of all the com-

peting proposals I can think of, none 

more directly affects the major cause 

of the problem in our economy. 

So there it is. Our economy has sus-

tained a specific trauma. We need a 

quick and focused response to this 

emergency condition. the ‘‘Travel 

America Now Act’’ provides the right 

medicine for the most acute problem. I 

urge my colleagues to join me and sup-

port this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the text of this bill be printed 

in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1500 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Travel 

America Now Act of 2001’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds the following: 

(1) Prior to September 11, 2001, more than 

19,000,000 Americans were employed in travel 

and travel-related jobs, with an estimated 

annual payroll of $171,500,000,000. 

(2) In recent years, the travel and tourism 

industry has grown to be the third largest in-

dustry in the United States as measured by 

retail sales, with over $582,000,000,000 in ex-

penditures, generating over $99,600,000,000 in 

Federal, State, and local tax revenues in 

2000.

(3) In 2000, the travel and tourism industry 

created a $14,000,000,000 balance of trade sur-

plus for the United States. 

(4) The travel and tourism industry and all 

levels of government are working together to 

ensure that, following the horrific terrorist 

attacks on the World Trade Center and the 

Pentagon on September 11, 2001, travel is 

safe and secure, and that confidence among 

travelers is maintained. 

(5) Urgent, short-term measures are nec-

essary to keep working people working and 

to generate cash flow to assist the travel and 

tourism industry in its ongoing efforts to re-

tain its economic footing. 

(6) Increased consumer spending on travel 

and tourism is essential to revitalizing the 

United States economy. 

(7) The American public should be encour-

aged to travel for personal, as well as busi-

ness, reasons as a means of keeping working 

people working and generating cash flow 

that can help stimulate a rebound in the Na-

tion’s economy. 

SEC. 3. PERSONAL TRAVEL CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-

able personal credits) is amended by insert-

ing after section 25B the following new sec-

tion:

‘‘SEC. 25C. PERSONAL TRAVEL CREDIT. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 

an individual, there shall be allowed as a 
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to 
the qualified personal travel expenses which 
are paid or incurred by the taxpayer on or 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion and before January 1, 2002. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—The credit allowed 
to a taxpayer under subsection (a) for any 
taxable year shall not exceed $500 ($1,000, in 
the case of a joint return). 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PERSONAL TRAVEL EX-
PENSES.—For purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified per-

sonal travel expenses’ means reasonable ex-

penses in connection with a qualifying per-

sonal trip for— 

‘‘(A) travel by aircraft, rail, watercraft, or 

motor vehicle, and 

‘‘(B) lodging while away from home at any 

commercial lodging facility. 

Such term does not include expenses for 

meals, entertainment, amusement, or recre-

ation.

‘‘(2) QUALIFYING PERSONAL TRIP.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualifying 

personal trip’ means travel within the 

United States— 

‘‘(i) the farthest destination of which is at 

least 100 miles from the taxpayer’s residence, 

‘‘(ii) involves an overnight stay at a com-

mercial lodging facility and 

‘‘(iii) which is taken on or after the date of 

the enactment of this section. 

‘‘(B) ONLY PERSONAL TRAVEL INCLUDED.—

Such term shall not include travel if, with-

out regard to this section, any expenses in 

connection with such travel are deductible in 

connection with a trade or business or activ-

ity for the production of income. 

‘‘(3) COMMERCIAL LODGING FACILITY.—The

term ‘commercial lodging facility’ includes 

any hotel, motel, resort, rooming house, or 

campground.
‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES.—

‘‘(1) DENIAL OF CREDIT TO DEPENDENTS.—No

credit shall be allowed under this section to 

any individual with respect to whom a de-

duction under section 151 is allowable to an-

other taxpayer for a taxable year beginning 

in the calendar year in which such individ-

ual’s taxable year begins. 

‘‘(2) EXPENSES MUST BE SUBSTANTIATED.—

No credit shall be allowed by subsection (a) 

unless the taxpayer substantiates by ade-

quate records or by sufficient evidence cor-

roborating the taxpayer’s own statement the 

amount of the expenses described in sub-

section (c)(1). 
‘‘(e) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No de-

duction shall be allowed under this chapter 
for any expense for which credit is allowed 
under this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting be-
fore the item relating to section 26 the fol-
lowing new item: 

‘‘Sec. 25C. Personal travel credit.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 4. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN DEDUCTION 
FOR BUSINESS MEALS AND ENTER-
TAINMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (n) of section 
274 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-

lating to only 50 percent of meal and enter-

tainment expenses allowed as deduction) is 

amended by adding at the end the following 

new paragraph: 
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‘‘(4) TEMPORARY INCREASE IN LIMITATION.—

With respect to any expense or item paid or 

incurred on or after the date of the enact-

ment of this paragraph and before January 1, 

2002, paragraph (1) shall be applied by sub-

stituting ‘100 percent’ for ‘50 percent’.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 

years ending after the date of the enactment 

of this Act. 

SEC. 5. NET OPERATING LOSS CARRYBACK FOR 
TRAVEL AND TOURISM INDUSTRY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

172(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 

(relating to years to which loss may be car-

ried) is amended by adding at the end the fol-

lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(H) TRAVEL AND TOURISM INDUSTRY

LOSSES.—In the case of a taxpayer which has 

a travel or tourism loss (as defined in sub-

section (j)) for a taxable year that includes 

any portion of the period beginning on or 

after September 12, 2001, and ending before 

January 1, 2002, such travel or tourism loss 

shall be a net operating loss carryback to 

each of the 5 taxable years preceding the tax-

able year of such loss.’’. 
(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR TRAVEL AND TOUR-

ISM INDUSTRY LOSSES.—Section 172 of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to net 

operating loss deduction) is amended by re-

designating subsection (j) as subsection (k) 

and by inserting after subsection (i) the fol-

lowing new subsection: 
‘‘(j) RULES RELATING TO TRAVEL AND TOUR-

ISM INDUSTRY LOSSES.—For purposes of this 

section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘travel or tour-

ism loss’ means the lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the amount which would be the net 

operating loss for the taxable year if only in-

come and deductions attributable to the 

travel or tourism businesses are taken into 

account, or 

‘‘(B) the amount of the net operating loss 

for such taxable year. 

‘‘(2) TRAVEL OR TOURISM BUSINESS.—The

term ‘travel or tourism business’ includes 

the active conduct of a trade or business di-

rectly related to travel or tourism, includ-

ing—

‘‘(A) the provision of commercial transpor-

tation (including rentals) or lodging, 

‘‘(B) the operation of airports or other 

transportation facilities or the provision of 

services or the sale of merchandise within 

such facilities, 

‘‘(C) the provision of services as a travel 

agent,

‘‘(D) the operation of convention, trade 

show, or entertainment facilities, and 

‘‘(E) the provision of other services as spec-

ified by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (b)(2).—

For purposes of applying subsection (b)(2), a 

travel or tourism loss for any taxable year 

shall be treated in a manner similar to the 

manner in which a specified liability loss is 

treated.

‘‘(4) ELECTION.—Any taxpayer entitled to a 

5-year carryback under subsection (b)(1)(H) 

from any loss year may elect to have the 

carryback period with respect to such loss 

year determined without regard to sub-

section (b)(1)(H). Such election shall be made 

in such manner as may be prescribed by the 

Secretary and shall be made by the due date 

(including extensions of time) for filing the 

taxpayer’s return for the taxable year of the 

net operating loss. Such election, once made 

for any taxable year, shall be irrevocable for 

such taxable year. 

‘‘(5) RELATED TAXPAYERS.—Under regula-

tions prescribed by the Secretary and at the 

election of a taxpayer entitled to a 5-year 

carryback under subsection (b)(1)(H) with re-

spect to a travel or tourism loss, such loss 

may be credited against the taxable income 

earned during the 5-year carryback period by 

any member of a controlled group of corpora-

tions (as defined in section 1563(a)) of which 

the taxpayer is a component or additional 

member within the meaning of section 

1563(b).’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 

years ending before, on, or after the date of 

the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, Ms. MIKULSKI, and 

Mrs. CLINTON):
S. 1501. A bill to consolidate in a sin-

gle independent agency in the Execu-

tive branch the responsibilities regard-

ing food safety, labeling, and inspec-

tion currently divided among several 

Federal agencies; to the Committee on 

Government Affairs. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing legislation that would 

replace the current fragmented Federal 

food safety system with a single agen-

cy responsible for all Federal food safe-

ty activities, the Safe Food Act of 2001. 

I am pleased to be joined by Senators 

TORRICELLI, MIKULSKI, and CLINTON in

this important effort. 
Make no mistake, our country has 

been blessed with one of the safest and 

most abundant food supplies in the 

world. However, we can do better. 

Foodborne illnesses and hazards are 

still a significant problem that cannot 

be passively dismissed. 
The Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention, CDC, estimate that as 

many as 76 million people will suffer 

from food poisoning this year. Of those 

individuals, approximately 325,000 will 

be hospitalized, and more than 5,000 

will die. The Department of Health and 

Human Services, HHS, also predicts 

that foodborne illnesses and deaths will 

increase 10–15 percent over the next 

decade. With emerging pathogens, an 

aging population with a growing num-

ber of people at high risk for foodborne 

illnesses, broader distribution patterns, 

an increasing volume of food imports, 

and changing consumption patterns, 

this situation is not likely to improve 

without decisive action. 
Foodborne illnesses are not only a 

safety concern for our citizens. They 

are also a costly problem for the Na-

tion. In terms of medical costs and pro-

ductivity losses, foodborne illness costs 

the Nation up to $37 billion annually. 
American consumers spend more 

than $617 billion annually on food, of 

which about $511 billion is spent on 

foods grown on U.S. farms. Our ability 

to ensure that our food supply is safe, 

and to react rapidly to potential 

threats to food safety is critical not 

only for public health, but also to the 

vitality of both domestic and rural 

economies and international trade. 
Many of you have probably followed 

the stories about the European food 

crises, dioxin contamination of Belgian 

food, foot-and-mouth disease in the 

United Kingdom, and mad cow disease 

spreading to 13 European countries, as 

well as to Asia. While these diseases 

have thankfully not reached the United 

States, they do cause American con-

sumers concern and remind us that 

food safety fears are global. 
Today, food moves through a global 

marketplace. This was not the case in 

the early 1900s when the first Federal 

food safety agencies were created. 

Throughout this century, Congress re-

sponded by adding layer upon layer, 

agency upon agency, to answer the 

pressing food safety needs of the day. 

That’s how the Federal food safety sys-

tem got to the point where it is today. 

And again as we face increasing pres-

sures on food safety, the Federal Gov-

ernment must respond. But we must 

respond not only to these pressures but 

also to the highly fragmented nature of 

the Federal food safety structure. 
Fragmentation of our food safety 

system is a burden that must be 

changed to protect the public health 

from these increasing pressures. Cur-

rently, there are at least 12 different 

Federal agencies and 35 different laws 

governing food safety. With overlap-

ping jurisdictions, Federal agencies 

often lack accountability on food safe-

ty-related issues. 
The General Accounting Office, GAO, 

has also been unequivocal in its rec-

ommendation for consolidation of Fed-

eral food safety programs. Over the 

past two years, GAO has issued numer-

ous reports on topics such as food re-

calls, food safety inspections, and the 

transport of animal feeds. Each of 

these reports highlight the current 

fragmentation and inconsistent organi-

zation of the various agencies involved 

in food safety oversight. In August 

1999, GAO testified that a ‘‘single inde-

pendent food safety agency admin-

istering a unified, risk-based food safe-

ty system is the preferred approach 

. . .’’ to food safety oversight. Also, in 

a May 25, 1994 report, GAO cites that 

its testimony in support of a unified, 

risk-based food safety system ‘‘is based 

on over 60 reports and studies issued 

over the last 25 years by GAO, agency 

Inspectors General, and others.’’ The 

Appendix to the 1994 GAO report lists 

49 reports since 1977, 9 USDA Office of 

Inspector General reports since 1986, 1 

HHS Office of Inspector General report 

in 1991, and 15 reports and studies by 

Congress, scientific organizations, and 

others since 1981. 
The National Academy of Sciences, 

NAS, has also concluded that the cur-

rent fragmented food safety system is 

less than adequate to meet America’s 

food safety needs. In August 1998, the 

NAS released a report recommending 

the establishment of a ‘‘unified and 

central framework’’ for managing Fed-

eral food safety programs. They in-

structed that the unified system should 
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be ‘‘one that is headed by a single offi-

cial and which has the responsibility 

and control of resources for all Federal 

food safety activities.’’ 
I agree with the recommendations of 

both the GAO and the NAS. A single 

food safety agency is needed to replace 

the current, fragmented system. My 

proposed legislation would combine the 

functions of USDA’s Food Safety and 

Inspection Service, FDA’s Center for 

Food Safety and Applied Nutrition and 

the Center for Veterinary Medicine, 

the Department of Commerce’s Seafood 

Inspection Program, and the food safe-

ty functions of other Federal agencies. 

This agency would be funded with the 

combined budgets from these consoli-

dated agencies. 
Following the events of September 

11, we are more keenly focused on how 

varied aspects of America’s homeland 

security, including our Nation’s food 

supply, may be vulnerable to attack. 

Our Federal food safety system must 

be able to prevent potential food haz-

ards from reaching the public. A single 

food safety agency will help ensure 

that we have a cohesive process to ad-

dress all ongoing and emerging threats 

to food safety. 
With overlapping jurisdictions, Fed-

eral agencies many times lack ac-

countability on food safety-related 

issues. There are simply too many 

cooks in the kitchen. A single agency 

would help focus our policy and im-

prove enforcement of food safety and 

inspection laws. 
Over 20 years ago, the Senate Com-

mittee on Governmental Affairs ad-

vised that consolidation is essential to 

avoid conflicts of interest and overlap-

ping jurisdictions. This 1977 report 

stated, ‘‘While we support the recent 

efforts of FDA and USDA to improve 

coordination between the agencies, 

periodic meetings will not be enough to 

overcome [these] problems.’’ 
It’s time to move forward. Let’s stop 

discussing the need to consolidate and 

instead take steps to make consolida-

tion happen. Let us create what only 

makes sense, a single food safety agen-

cy!
A single agency with uniform food 

safety standards and regulations based 

on food hazards would provide an easier 

framework for implementing U.S. 

standards in an international context. 

When our own agencies don’t have uni-

form safety and inspection standards 

for all potentially hazardous foods, the 

establishment of uniform international 

standards will be next to impossible. 
Research could be better coordinated 

within a single agency than among 

multiple programs. Currently, Federal 

funding for food safety research is 

spread over at least 20 Federal agen-

cies, and coordination among those 

agencies is ad hoc at best. 
New technologies to improve food 

safety could be approved more rapidly 

with one food safety agency. Currently, 

food safety technologies must go 

through multiple agencies for approval, 

often adding years of delay. 
Food recalls are on the rise. In fact, 

at the end of August 2001, FSIS re-

ported that there have been over fifty 

recalls of meat and poultry products 

throughout the Nation this year alone. 

Under these serious circumstances, it 

is important to move beyond short- 

term solutions to major food safety 

problems. A single food safety and in-

spection agency could more easily 

work toward long-term solutions to the 

frustrating and potentially life-threat-

ening issue of food safety. 
In this era of limited budgets, it is 

our responsibility to modernize and 

streamline the food safety system. The 

U.S. simply cannot afford to continue 

operating multiple systems. This is not 

about more regulation, a super agency, 

or increased bureaucracy. It is about 

common sense and more effective mar-

shaling of our existing Federal re-

sources.
Together, we can bring the various 

agencies together to eliminate the 

overlap and confusion that have, unfor-

tunately, at times characterized our 

food safety efforts. We need action, not 

simply reaction. I encourage my col-

leagues to join me in this effort to con-

solidate the food safety and inspection 

functions of numerous agencies and of-

fices into a single food safety agency. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, 

Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 

BAYH, and Ms. SNOWE):
S. 1502. A bill to amend the internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a refund-

able tax credit for health insurance 

costs for COBRA continuation cov-

erage, and for other purposes; to the 

Committee on Finance. 
Mr. JEFFORD. Mr. President, as 

President Bush said yesterday, regard-

ing the need for an economic stimulus 

package: ‘‘one person laid off is one 

person too many.’’ I strongly agree. 

Today, I’m pleased to join with Sen-

ator LINCOLN and my other colleagues 

in introducing the COBRA Plus Act of 

2001. This legislation will help those 

who’ve lost their jobs in the aftermath 

of the terrorist acts of September 11 

keep health insurance coverage for 

themselves and their families as they 

seek new employment. 
As we in Congress work with the ad-

ministration to develop an economic 

stimulus package, it needs to reflect 

the three themes spelled out by Sec-

retary O’Neill. The package must re-

store consumer confidence. For with 

the restoration of confidence, the 

American people will again begin buy-

ing our Nation’s goods and services. We 

must also support increased business 

investment. Business investment is 

what creates new jobs and is the engine 

of our economy. And finally, and I 

think most importantly, we must help 

those individual Americans who lost 

their jobs as a consequence of the ter-

rorist bombings of September 11. 
COBRA provides an existing mecha-

nism to allow these laid-off workers 

the opportunity to keep their health 

insurance while they seek new employ-

ment. Under COBRA, an employer with 

20 or more employees must provide 

those employees and their families the 

option of continuing their coverage 

under the employer’s group health in-

surance plan in the case of losing their 

job. The employer is not required to 

pay for this coverage; instead, the indi-

vidual can be required to pay up to 102 

percent of the premium. 
For all of its strengths, COBRA has 

some significant deficiencies. While it 

allows those who’ve lost their job to 

keep their health insurance coverage, 

it requires them to pay the entire pre-

mium at a time when they have no in-

come. The high cost of COBRA is the 

major reason cited for the fact that 

only 18 percent of eligible enrollees uti-

lize their coverage option. The COBRA 

Plus Act of 2001 solves this problem. It 

provides a 50-percent subsidy for the 

individual’s health insurance premium, 

not to exceed a total of $110 per month 

for single coverage and $290 per month 

for family coverage. This subsidy 

would be a refundable tax credit, which 

means it is available regardless of 

one’s tax liability, and the credit could 

be advanced directly on a monthly 

basis to the individual’s employer or 

health insurance plan. 
The credit would be available for a 

period not to exceed 9 months and the 

credit must be used to purchase 

COBRA coverage. The credit would be 

available for 2 years beginning January 

1, 2002 and it would sunset on December 

31, 2003. While the Joint Committee on 

Taxation has not released a cost esti-

mate, rough informal estimates are 

that the legislation will cost between 

$3.3 billion and $5 billion per year and 

it would more than double the number 

of individuals utilizing COBRA at any 

one time from the current level of $2.5 

million to $6 million. 
Vermont’s motto of ‘‘Freedom and 

Unity’’ captures the sense of individual 

responsibility and shared community 

that are the twin goals of the COBRA 

Plus Act of 2001. First, by giving unem-

ployed workers access to additional fi-

nancial resources, it will significantly 

increase the number of Americans who 

take advantage of COBRA’s health in-

surance coverage option. And second, 

by relying on the tax code, the credit 

will go directly to individuals and 

eliminate the need to create a new 

Federal program. 
In my home State of Vermont, as is 

the case across the country, these re-

cent events have put the security of a 

well-paid job with health insurance 

coverage at risk. It is important that 

we here in Congress help to restore 

confidence in the fundamental strength 

of our Nation’s economy. Americans 
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should know that they will still have 

productive jobs with health insurance 

coverage for their families now and 

into the future. I believe that the en-

actment of this legislation will be an 

important strand in strengthening the 

fabric of our society as we move for-

ward in addressing the terrible acts of 

September 11. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join Senators JEFFORDS,

LINCOLN, SNOWE, and BAYH today in in-

troducing the COBRA Plus Act of 2001. 
The COBRA Plus Act of 2001 will pro-

vide a tax credit to help offset the 

costs of COBRA health insurance for 

unemployed workers. This is particu-

larly important due to the challenges 

that our economy faces and the num-

ber of individuals who have lost or will 

lose their jobs as a result of the ter-

rorist attacks on September 11. Spe-

cifically, this bill will help unemployed 

individuals keep their health insurance 

coverage by subsidizing their COBRA 

premiums through an individual tax 

credit.
According to the Congressional Re-

search Service, it is estimated that 4.7 

million Americans are enrolled in 

COBRA health plans at any given mo-

ment. With average annual COBRA in-

surance costing over $6,000, many indi-

viduals opt not to participate and 

therefore join the ranks of the 39 mil-

lion uninsured in this country. A re-

cent survey indicated that less than 20 

percent of those eligible for COBRA in-

surance actually took advantage of the 

insurance. Without a premium subsidy 

such as the one offered in this bill, 

COBRA insurance is cost-prohibitive. 

The goal of this legislation is to de-

crease the number of uninsured indi-

viduals by providing an incentive to 

use COBRA insurance. This legislation 

will hopefully increase the number of 

COBRA users to at least six million. 
While I am deeply saddened by the 

events that led to the introduction of 

this bill, I am heartened that we are 

able to provide a way for individuals to 

retain their health insurance. 
I commend Senator JEFFORDS for his 

leadership on this issue, and am hope-

ful that it will get signed into law in 

the near future to assist our nation’s 

displaced workers. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-

self, Mr. DEWINE, Ms. 

LANDRIEU, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 

BREAUX, Mr. BOND, Mr. LEVIN,

Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. GRAHAM):
S. 1503. A bill to extend and amend 

the Promoting Safe and Stable Fami-

lies Program under subpart 2 of part B 

of title IV of the Social Security Act, 

to provide the Secretary of Health and 

Human Services with new authority to 

support programs mentoring children 

of incarcerated parents to amend the 

Foster Care Independent Living Pro-

gram under part E of title IV of the So-

cial Security Act to provide for edu-

cational and training vouchers for 

youths aging out of foster care, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on 

Finance.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

am proud to join with Senators DEWINE

LANDRIEU, SNOWE, BREAUX, BOND, and 

LEVIN to introduce bipartisan legisla-

tion which includes President Bush’s 

initiative to reauthorize and increase 

funding for the Promoting Safe and 

Stable Families Program. The Presi-

dent’s initiative increases funding to 

help abused and neglected children by 

$200 million. He knows this group of 

vulnerable children deserves our atten-

tion, even in this most challenging of 

times in American history. These chil-

dren face their own form of terror in 

their own homes, at the hands of their 

own parents. It is a horrible cir-

cumstance that we know something 

about how to address—and address it 

we must. 
Our legislation also includes the 

President’s initiative to start a new 

program to provide mentoring services 

to the more than 2 million children 

whose parents are in prison. These chil-

dren are at high-risk and they too, de-

serve our support. 
This bill includes the President’s ini-

tiative to provide $5,000 in education 

vouchers to teens who age out of foster 

care so they have incentives to con-

tinue their education. This final pro-

gram suggested by President Bush 

means a great deal to me because in 

1999, I worked closely with the late 

Senator John Chafee to develop a new 

program to help teenagers from the 

foster care system. Senator Chafee 

passed away that fall, but I was proud 

to work with a bipartisan group to 

enact the foster care legislation that 

meant so much to him. It is one impor-

tant piece of Senator John Chafee’s re-

markable legacy of leadership for chil-

dren and families. 
Senator DEWINE and I added a small, 

but important provision to help adop-

tion agencies, like Catholic Charities 

and others, finding permanent homes 

for children with special needs. On Jan-

uary 23, 2001, the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services issued a 

new policy announcement which 

changed current practice for children 

with special needs. We need a legisla-

tive clarification to ensure that chil-

dren with special needs who are volun-

tarily relinquished to private, non- 

profit adoption agencies can still re-

ceive the adoption assistance they need 

and deserve. 
In the Senate, there is a long, strong 

tradition of bipartisanship on child 

welfare issues. Over recent years we 

have made real progress. In 1993, work-

ing with Senator BOND and others we 

created a new program to invest in pre-

vention and treatment. In 1997, another 

bipartisan group worked long and hard 

on the Adoption and Safe Families Act. 

This act significantly revised child 

welfare policy. It said for the first time 

in Federal law that a child’s safety and 

health are paramount, and every child 

deserve a safe, permanent home. In this 

act, thanks to the leadership of Sen-

ator DEWINE we clarified ‘‘reasonable 

efforts’’ to focus more concern and at-

tention on the needs of the child. 
The Promoting Safe and Stable Fam-

ilies Act was part of that historic 

agreement, and it must be reauthorized 

this year or we will lose the funding 

that exists in the budget baseline, and, 

more importantly, children and fami-

lies will lose needed services and sup-

port. The Safe and Stable Families 

Program provides a range of services 

including promoting adoptions and 

post-adoption support, family support 

to avoid placements and neglect, fam-

ily preservation, and time-limited re-

unification for children who return 

home from foster care. Each is a nec-

essary piece. This program is one of the 

major funding resources for adoption. 
Almost daily and far too often we 

read tragic stories about abuse and ne-

glect in our newspapers. Such reports 

are disturbing and disheartening. But 

the untold story is the progress that is 

being made thanks to new policy and 

new investments which is why I believe 

so strongly that we must continue 

those investments and progress by en-

acting the President’s initiative. 
In 1996, 28,000 children were adopted 

from the foster care system. In 2000, 

nearly 50,000 were adopted from foster 

care.
I am proud to report that my State of 

West Virginia is one of many States 

that is increasing the number of adop-

tions. But almost 100,000 children na-

tionwide are still waiting for adoption 

which is why the increase in Safe and 

Stable Families is crucial. With the 

$200 million increase included in our 

legislation, we will make the commit-

ment to invest a minimum of $100 mil-

lion in adoption promotion and the 

adoption support. 
Victimization rates are slowly de-

clining. In 1993, the children victimiza-

tion rate was 15.3 per 1,000 children. In 

1999, the child victimization rate was 

11.8 per 1,000 children. The 1999 rate is 

the lowest rate since we started col-

lecting this data in 1990. 
In some States within a year or two, 

there will be more children receiving 

adoption assistance and subsidized 

guardianship payments than in the fos-

ter care system, and that is a major 

shift and historic progress towards the 

fundamental goal of permanency for 

vulnerable children. 
These are encouraging trends, but 

there are still 581,000l children in foster 

care and about one million substan-

tiated cases of abuse or neglect each 

year. We are making progress, but we 

should and must do more for the most 

vulnerable children in our country. 
Since September 11, 2001, our world 

has changed. We face new challenges 
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for recovery, national security and 

combating terrorism. We must focus on 

this immediate threat, but we also 

must remember those vulnerable chil-

dren who are at risk of abuse and ne-

glect in their own homes. The Senate 

has a long tradition of working hard, 

and doing the right thing, usually as 

one of the last orders of business to 

help such children. I urge my col-

leagues to join me in supporting Presi-

dent Bush’s initiative. Delivering on 

this promise truly will help ensure that 

no children is left behind as the Presi-

dent eloquently insisted in his cam-

paign and in his State of the Union ad-

dress.
Remembering our commitment to 

vulnerable children is one clear way to 

emphasize how our country is unique 

and strong. In the midst of challenge 

and terror, we should remember our 

youngest victims, too. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the text of 

the bill be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1503 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN ACT; 
TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Promoting Safe and Stable Families 

Amendments Act of 2001’’. 
(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Except as other-

wise specifically provided, whenever in this 

Act an amendment is expressed in terms of 

an amendment to or repeal of a section or 

other provision, the reference shall be con-

sidered to be made to that section or other 

provision of the Social Security Act. 
(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; references in act; table of 

contents.

TITLE I—PROMOTING SAFE AND STABLE 

FAMILIES

Subtitle A—Grants to States for Promoting 

Safe and Stable Families 

Sec. 101. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 102. Definition of family support serv-

ices.
Sec. 103. Reallotments. 
Sec. 104. Payments to States. 
Sec. 105. Evaluations. 
Sec. 106. Authorization of appropriations; 

reservation of certain amounts. 
Sec. 107. State court improvements. 

Subtitle B—Mentoring Children of 

Incarcerated Parents 

Sec. 121. Grants for programs for mentoring 

children of incarcerated par-

ents.

TITLE II—FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION 

ASSISTANCE, AND INDEPENDENT LIVING 

Sec. 201. Elimination of opt-out provision 

for State requirement to con-

duct criminal background 

check on prospective foster or 

adoptive parents. 
Sec. 202. Eligibility for adoption assistance 

payment of special needs chil-

dren voluntarily relinquished 

to private nonprofit agencies. 
Sec. 203. Educational and training vouchers 

for youths aging out of foster 

care.

TITLE III—EFFECTIVE DATES 

Sec. 301. Effective dates. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING SAFE AND STABLE 
FAMILIES

Subtitle A—Grants to States for Promoting 
Safe and Stable Families 

SEC. 101. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
Section 430 (42 U.S.C. 629) is amended to 

read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 430. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that there 

is a continuing urgent need to protect chil-

dren and to strengthen families as dem-

onstrated by the following: 

‘‘(1) Family support programs directed at 

specific vulnerable populations have had 

positive effects on parents and children. The 

vulnerable populations for which programs 

have been shown to be effective include teen-

age mothers with very young children and 

families that have children with special 

needs.

‘‘(2) Family preservation programs have 

been shown to provide extensive and inten-

sive services to families in crisis. 

‘‘(3) The time lines established by the 

Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 have 

made the prompt availability of services to 

address family problems (and in particular 

the prompt availability of appropriate serv-

ices and treatment addressing substance 

abuse) an important factor in successful 

family reunification. 

‘‘(4) The rapid increases in the annual 

number of adoptions since the enactment of 

the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 

have created a growing need for post-adop-

tion services and for service providers with 

the particular knowledge and skills required 

to address the unique issues adoptive fami-

lies and children may face. 
‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this pro-

gram is to enable States to develop and es-

tablish, or expand, and to operate coordi-

nated programs of community-based family 

support services, family preservation serv-

ices, time-limited family reunification serv-

ices, and adoption promotion and support 

services to accomplish the following objec-

tives:

‘‘(1) To prevent child maltreatment among 

families at risk through the provision of sup-

portive family services. 

‘‘(2) To assure children’s safety within the 

home and preserve intact families in which 

children have been maltreated, when the 

family’s problems can be addressed effec-

tively.

‘‘(3) To address the problems of families 

whose children have been placed in foster 

care so that reunification may occur in a 

safe and stable manner in accordance with 

the requirements of the Adoption and Safe 

Families Act of 1997. 

‘‘(4) To support adoptive families by pro-

viding support services as necessary so that 

the families can make a lifetime commit-

ment to their children.’’. 

SEC. 102. DEFINITION OF FAMILY SUPPORT SERV-
ICES.

Section 431(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 629a(a)(2)) is 

amended by inserting ‘‘to strengthen paren-

tal relationships and promote healthy mar-

riages,’’ after ‘‘environment,’’. 

SEC. 103. REALLOTMENTS. 
Section 433 (42 U.S.C. 629c) is amended by 

adding at the end the following new sub-

section:
‘‘(d) REALLOTMENTS.—The amount of any 

allotment to a State under this section for 

any fiscal year that the State certifies to the 

Secretary will not be required for carrying 

out the State plan under section 432 shall be 

available for reallotment for such fiscal year 

using the allotment methodology specified 

in this section. Any amount so reallotted to 

a State shall be deemed part of that State’s 

allotment under this section for that fiscal 

year.’’.

SEC. 104. PAYMENTS TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 434(a) (42 U.S.C. 

629d(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (2); 

(2) by striking all that precedes subpara-

graph (A) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(a) ENTITLEMENT.—Each State that has a 

plan approved under section 432 shall be enti-

tled to payment of the lesser of—’’; and 

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 

(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively, 

and by adjusting the left margins accord-

ingly.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section

434(b) (42 U.S.C. 629d(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1) or (2)(B) of’’; 

and

(B) by striking ‘‘described in this subpart’’ 

and inserting ‘‘under the State plan under 

section 432’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 

(a)’’.

SEC. 105. EVALUATIONS. 

Section 435 (42 U.S.C. 629e) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘; research; 
technical assistance’’ before the period; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subsections:

‘‘(c) RESEARCH.—The Secretary shall give 

priority consideration to the following top-

ics for research and evaluation under this 

subsection, using rigorous evaluation meth-

odologies where feasible: 

‘‘(1) Promising program models in the serv-

ice categories specified in section 430(b), par-

ticularly time-limited reunification services 

and post-adoption services. 

‘‘(2) Multidisciplinary service models de-

signed to address parental substance abuse 

and to reduce the impact of such abuse on 

children.

‘‘(3) The efficacy of approaches directed at 

families with specific problems and with 

children of specific age ranges. 

‘‘(4) The outcomes of adoptions finalized 

after enactment of the Adoption and Safe 

Families Act of 1997. 

‘‘(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-

retary shall provide technical assistance 

that helps States to— 

‘‘(1) identify families with specific risk 

characteristics for intervention; 

‘‘(2) develop treatment models that address 

the needs of families at risk, particularly 

families with substance abuse issues; 

‘‘(3) implement programs with well articu-

lated theories of how the intervention will 

result in desired changes among families at 

risk;

‘‘(4) establish mechanisms to ensure that 

service provision matches the treatment 

model; and 

‘‘(5) establish mechanisms to ensure that 

post-adoption services meet the needs of the 

individual families and develop models to re-

duce the disruption rates of adoption.’’. 

SEC. 106. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; 
RESERVATION OF CERTAIN 
AMOUNTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 2 of part B of 

title IV (42 U.S.C. 629 et seq.) is amended by 

adding at the end the following new section: 
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‘‘SEC. 436. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS; 

RESERVATION OF CERTAIN 
AMOUNTS.

‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out the provi-

sions of this subpart (other than section 438) 

$505,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002 

through 2006. 

‘‘(b) RESERVATION OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS.—

From the amount specified for each fiscal 

year under subsection (a), the Secretary 

shall reserve amounts for use as follows: 

‘‘(1) EVALUATION, RESEARCH, TRAINING, AND

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall 

reserve $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and 

$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003 

through 2006, for expenditure by the Sec-

retary—

‘‘(A) for research, training, and technical 

assistance costs related to the program 

under this subpart (other than section 438), 

including expenditures for research of not 

less than $9,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and 

not less than $14,000,000 for each of fiscal 

years 2003 through 2006; and 

‘‘(B) for evaluation of State programs 

based on the plans approved under section 

432 and funded under this subpart, and any 

other Federal, State, or local program, re-

gardless of whether federally assisted, that is 

designed to achieve the same purposes as 

such State programs. 

‘‘(2) STATE COURT IMPROVEMENTS.—The Sec-

retary shall reserve $20,000,000 for grants 

under section 437. 

‘‘(3) INDIAN TRIBES.—The Secretary shall 

reserve 2 percent for allotment to Indian 

tribes in accordance with section 433(a).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 433 

is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘section 

430(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 436(b)(3)’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘section 430(b)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘section 436(a)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 430(d)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘section 436(b)’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘section 430(b)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘section 436(a)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 430(d)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘section 436(b)’’. 

SEC. 107. STATE COURT IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) RELOCATION AND REDESIGNATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 13712 of the Omni-

bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (42 

U.S.C. 670 note) is relocated and redesignated 

as section 437 of the Social Security Act. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 437, 

as relocated and redesignated under para-

graph (1), is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 

(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘of title IV of the Social Secu-

rity Act’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘of 

title IV of such Act’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘sec-

tion 430(d)(2) of the Social Security Act’’ and 

inserting ‘‘section 436(b)(2)’’. 

(b) SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES.—

(1) Section 437(a)(2) (as so relocated and re-

designated) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘changes’’ and inserting 

‘‘improvements’’; and 

(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘in order 

to promote more timely court actions that 

provide for the safety of children in foster 

care and expedite the placement of such chil-

dren in appropriate permanent settings’’. 

(2) Section 437(c)(1) (as so relocated and re-

designated) is amended in the matter pre-

ceding subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘and 

improvement’’ after ‘‘assessment’’. 

(c) ALLOTMENTS.—Section 437(c)(1) (as so 
relocated and redesignated) is amended by 
striking all that follows ‘‘shall be entitled to 
payment,’’ and inserting ‘‘for each of fiscal 
years 2002 through 2006, from amounts re-
served pursuant to section 436(b)(2), of an 
amount equal to the sum of $85,000 plus the 
amount described in paragraph (2) for such 
fiscal year.’’. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—Section 437(d) (as so 
relocated and redesignated) is amended— 

(1) by striking the heading and inserting 

‘‘FEDERAL SHARE.—’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘to pay—’’ and all that fol-

lows and inserting ‘‘to pay not more than 75 

percent of the cost of activities under this 

section in each of fiscal years 2002 through 

2006.’’.

Subtitle B—Mentoring Children of 
Incarcerated Parents 

SEC. 121. GRANTS FOR PROGRAMS FOR MEN-
TORING CHILDREN OF INCARCER-
ATED PARENTS. 

Subpart 2 of part B of title IV (42 U.S.C. 629 
et seq.), as amended by sections 106 and 107, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 

‘‘SEC. 438. GRANTS FOR PROGRAMS FOR MEN-
TORING CHILDREN OF INCARCER-
ATED PARENTS. 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.—

‘‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 

‘‘(A) In the period between 1991 and 1999, 

the number of children with a parent incar-

cerated in a Federal or State correctional fa-

cility increased by more than 100 percent, 

from approximately 900,000 to approximately 

2,000,000. In 1999, 2.1 percent of all children in 

the United States had a parent in a Federal 

or State correctional facility. 

‘‘(B) Prior to incarceration, 64 percent of 

female prisoners and 44 percent of male pris-

oners in State facilities lived with their chil-

dren.

‘‘(C) Nearly 90 percent of the children of in-

carcerated fathers live with their mothers, 

and 79 percent of the children of incarcerated 

mothers live with a grandparent or other rel-

ative. Only 10 percent of incarcerated moth-

ers and 2 percent of incarcerated fathers in 

State facilities report that their child or 

children are in foster care. 

‘‘(D) Parental arrest and confinement lead 

to stress, trauma, stigmatization, and sepa-

ration problems for children. These problems 

are coupled with existing problems that in-

clude poverty, violence, parental substance 

abuse, high-crime environments, 

intrafamilial abuse, child abuse and neglect, 

multiple care givers, or prior separations. As 

a result, children of an incarcerated parent 

often exhibit a broad variety of behavioral, 

emotional, health, and educational problems 

that are often compounded by the pain of 

separation.

‘‘(E) Empirical research demonstrates that 

mentoring is a potent force for improving 

children’s behavior across all risk behaviors 

affecting health. Quality, one-on-one rela-

tionships that provide young people with 

caring role models for future success have 

profound, life-changing potential. Done 

right, mentoring markedly advances youths’ 

life prospects. A widely cited 1995 study by 

Public/Private Ventures measured the im-

pact of one Big Brothers Big Sisters program 

and found significant effects in the lives of 

youth—cutting first-time drug use by almost 

half and first-time alcohol use by about a 

third, reducing school absenteeism by half, 

cutting assaultive behavior by a third, im-

proving parental and peer relationships, giv-

ing youth greater confidence in their school 

work, and improving academic performance. 

‘‘(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to authorize the Secretary to make com-

petitive grants to local governments in areas 

with substantial numbers of children of in-

carcerated parents to support the establish-

ment or expansion and operation of pro-

grams using a network of public and private 

community entities to provide mentoring 

services for children of incarcerated parents. 
‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) CHILDREN OF INCARCERATED PARENTS.—

The term ‘children of incarcerated parents’ 

means a child, 1 or both of whose parents are 

incarcerated in a Federal or State correc-

tional facility. Such term shall be deemed to 

include any child who is in an ongoing men-

toring relationship in a program under this 

section at the time of the release of the 

child’s parent or parents from a correctional 

facility, for purposes of continued participa-

tion in the program. 

‘‘(2) MENTORING.—The term ‘mentoring’ 

means a structured, managed program in 

which children are appropriately matched 

with screened and trained adult volunteers 

for one-on-one relationships, involving meet-

ings and activities on a regular basis, in-

tended to meet, in part, the child’s need for 

involvement with a caring and supportive 

adult who provides a positive role model. 

‘‘(3) MENTORING SERVICES.—The term ‘men-

toring services’ means those services and ac-

tivities that support a structured, managed 

program of mentoring, including the man-

agement by trained personnel of outreach to, 

and screening of, eligible children; outreach 

to, education and training of, and liaison 

with sponsoring local organizations; screen-

ing and training of adult volunteers; match-

ing of children with suitable adult volunteer 

mentors; support and oversight of the men-

toring relationship; and establishment of 

goals and evaluation of outcomes for 

mentored children. 
‘‘(c) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From the 

amount appropriated under subsection (g) for 
a fiscal year that remains after the applica-
tion of subsection (g)(2), the Secretary shall 
make grants under this section for each of 
fiscal years 2002 through 2006 to local govern-
ments in areas that have significant num-
bers of children of incarcerated parents and 
that submit applications meeting the re-
quirements of this section, including— 

‘‘(1) two-thirds of such amount in grants in 

amounts of up to $5,000,000 each; and 

‘‘(2) one-third of such amount in grants in 

amounts of up to $10,000,000 each. 
‘‘(d) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—In order 

to be eligible for a grant under this section, 
the mayor or other chief executive officer of 
a city, council of governments, or other unit 
of local government shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application containing the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) PROGRAM DESIGN.—A description of the 

proposed local program, including— 

‘‘(A) a list of local public and private orga-

nizations and entities that will participate 

in the mentoring network; 

‘‘(B) the name, description, and qualifica-

tions of the entity that will coordinate and 

oversee the activities of the mentoring net-

work;

‘‘(C) the number of mentor-child matches 

proposed to be established and maintained 

annually under the program; 

‘‘(D) such information as the Secretary 

may require concerning the methods to be 

used to recruit, screen support, and oversee 

individuals participating as mentors (which 

methods shall include criminal background 

checks on such individuals), and to evaluate 

outcomes for participating children, includ-

ing information necessary to demonstrate 
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compliance with requirements established by 

the Secretary for the program; and 

‘‘(E) such other information as the Sec-

retary may require. 

‘‘(2) COMMUNITY CONSULTATION; COORDINA-

TION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.—A demonstra-

tion that, in developing and implementing 

the program, the local government will, to 

the extent feasible and appropriate— 

‘‘(A) consult with public and private com-

munity entities, including religious organi-

zations, and including, as appropriate, Indian 

tribal organizations and urban Indian orga-

nizations, and with family members of po-

tential clients; 

‘‘(B) coordinate the programs and activi-

ties under the program with other Federal, 

State, and local programs serving children 

and youth; and 

‘‘(C) consult with appropriate Federal, 

State, and local corrections, workforce de-

velopment, and substance abuse and mental 

health agencies. 

‘‘(3) EQUAL ACCESS FOR LOCAL SERVICE PRO-

VIDERS.—An assurance that public and pri-

vate entities and community organizations, 

including religious organizations and Indian 

organizations, will be eligible to participate 

in the program on an equal basis. 

‘‘(4) SUPPLEMENTATION ASSURANCE.—An as-

surance that Federal funds provided to the 

local government under this section will not 

be used to supplant Federal or non-Federal 

funds for existing services and activities that 

promote the purpose of this section. 

‘‘(5) BIENNIAL PROGRAM REPORT.—An agree-

ment that the local government will submit 

to the Secretary, after the second year of 

funding of a program under this section and 

every second year thereafter, a report con-

taining the following: 

‘‘(A) A description of the grant require-

ments used by the local government to 

award grant funds. 

‘‘(B) The measurable goals and outcomes 

expected by the programs receiving assist-

ance under the local government program 

(and in later reports, the extent to which 

such goals and outcomes were achieved). 

‘‘(C) A description of the services provided 

by programs receiving assistance under the 

local government program. 

‘‘(D) The number of children and families 

served.

‘‘(E) Such other such information as the 

Secretary may require. 

‘‘(6) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An

agreement that the local government will 

maintain such records, make such reports, 

and cooperate with such reviews or audits as 

the Secretary may find necessary for pur-

poses of oversight of project activities and 

expenditures.

‘‘(7) EVALUATION.—An agreement that the 

local government will cooperate fully with 

the Secretary’s ongoing and final evaluation 

of the program under the plan, by means in-

cluding providing the Secretary with access 

to the program and program-related records 

and documents, staff, and grantees receiving 

funding under the plan. 

‘‘(8) EXTENT OF LOCAL-STATE COOPERA-

TION.—A statement as to whether, and the 

extent to which, the State government has 

undertaken to provide support to and to co-

operate with the local program. 
‘‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A grant for a program 

under this section shall be available to pay a 

percentage share of the costs of the program 

up to— 

‘‘(A) 80 percent for the first fiscal year for 

which the grant is awarded; 

‘‘(B) 60 percent for the second such fiscal 

year;

‘‘(C) 40 percent for the third such fiscal 

year; and 

‘‘(D) 20 percent for each succeeding fiscal 

year.

‘‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 

share of the cost of projects under this sec-

tion may be in cash or in kind. In deter-

mining the amount of the non-Federal share, 

the Secretary may attribute fair market 

value to goods, services, and facilities con-

tributed from non-Federal sources. 

‘‘(f) CONSIDERATIONS IN AWARDING

GRANTS.—In awarding grants under this sec-

tion, the Secretary shall take into consider-

ation—

‘‘(1) the experience, qualifications, and ca-

pacity of local governments and networks of 

organizations to effectively carry out a men-

toring program under this section; 

‘‘(2) the comparative severity of need for 

mentoring services in given local areas, tak-

ing into consideration data on the numbers 

of children (and in particular of low-income 

children) with an incarcerated parent (or 

parents) in such areas; 

‘‘(3) whether, and the extent to which, the 

State government has undertaken to support 

and cooperate with the local mentoring pro-

gram;

‘‘(4) evidence of consultation with existing 

youth and family service programs, as appro-

priate; and 

‘‘(5) any other factors the Secretary may 

deem significant with respect to the need for 

or the potential success of carrying out a 

mentoring program under this section. 

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS;

RESERVATION OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out this section— 

‘‘(A) $67,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and 

‘‘(B) such sums as may be necessary for 

each of fiscal years 2003 through 2006. 

‘‘(2) RESERVATION.—The Secretary shall re-

serve 2.5 percent of the amount appropriated 

for each fiscal year under paragraph (1) for 

expenditure by the Secretary for research, 

technical assistance, and evaluation related 

to programs carried out under this section.’’. 

TITLE II—FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION 
ASSISTANCE, AND INDEPENDENT LIVING 

SEC. 201. ELIMINATION OF OPT-OUT PROVISION 
FOR STATE REQUIREMENT TO CON-
DUCT CRIMINAL BACKGROUND 
CHECK ON PROSPECTIVE FOSTER 
OR ADOPTIVE PARENTS. 

Section 471(a)(20) (42 U.S.C. 671(a)(20) is 

amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(A) unless an election pro-

vided for in subparagraph (B) is made with 

respect to the State,’’; 

(3) by striking subparagraph (B); 

(4) by striking ‘‘(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)’’; 

and

(5) by striking ‘‘(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B)’’. 

SEC. 202. ELIGIBILITY FOR ADOPTION ASSIST-
ANCE PAYMENT OF SPECIAL NEEDS 
CHILDREN VOLUNTARILY RELIN-
QUISHED TO PRIVATE NONPROFIT 
AGENCIES.

Section 473(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 673(a)(2)) is 

amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘ei-

ther pursuant’’ and all that follows through 

‘‘July 16, 1996))’’ and inserting ‘‘pursuant to 

a voluntary relinquishment to, or a vol-

untary placement agreement with, a public 

or nonprofit private agency,’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking 

‘‘agreement was entered into’’ and inserting 

‘‘relinquishment occurred, agreement was 

entered into,’’. 

SEC. 203. EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING VOUCH-
ERS FOR YOUTHS AGING OUT OF 
FOSTER CARE. 

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 477(a) (42 U.S.C. 

677(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (4); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph:

‘‘(6) to make available vouchers for edu-

cation and training, including postsecondary 

training and education, to youths who have 

aged out of foster care.’’. 

(b) EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING VOUCH-

ERS.—Section 477 (42 U.S.C. 677) is amended 

by adding at the end the following new sub-

section:

‘‘(i) EDUCATIONAL AND TRAINING VOUCH-

ERS.—The following conditions shall apply to 

a State educational and training voucher 

program under this section: 

‘‘(1) Vouchers under the program shall be 

available to youths otherwise eligible for 

services under the State program under this 

section.

‘‘(2) For purposes of the voucher program, 

youths adopted from foster care after attain-

ing age 16 shall be considered to be youths 

otherwise eligible for services under the 

State program under this section. 

‘‘(3) A youth participating in the voucher 

program on the date the youth attains age 21 

shall remain eligible until the youth attains 

age 23, as long as the youth is enrolled in a 

full-time postsecondary education or train-

ing program and is making satisfactory 

progress toward completion of that program. 

‘‘(4) The voucher or vouchers provided for 

an individual under this section— 

‘‘(A) shall be available for the cost of at-

tendance at an institution of higher edu-

cation, as defined in section 102 of the Higher 

Education Act of 1965; and 

‘‘(B) shall not exceed the lesser of $5,000 per 

year or the total cost of attendance, as de-

fined in section 472 of that Act. 

‘‘(5)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and 

(C), the amount of a voucher under this sec-

tion shall be disregarded for purposes of de-

termining the recipient’s eligibility for, or 

the amount of, any other Federal or feder-

ally supported assistance. 

‘‘(B) The total amount of educational as-

sistance to a youth under this section and 

under other Federal and federally supported 

programs shall not exceed the total cost of 

attendance, as defined in section 472 of the 

Higher Education Act of 1965. 

‘‘(C) The State agency shall take appro-

priate steps to prevent duplication of bene-

fits under this and other Federal or federally 

supported programs. 

‘‘(6) The program shall be coordinated with 

other appropriate education and training 

programs.’’.

(c) CERTIFICATION.—Section 477(b)(3) (42 

U.S.C. 677(b)(3)) is amended by adding at the 

end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) A certification by the chief executive 

officer of the State that the State edu-

cational and training voucher program under 

this section is in compliance with the condi-

tions specified in subsection (i), including a 

statement describing methods the State will 

use—

‘‘(i) to ensure that the total amount of 

educational assistance to a youth under this 

section and under other Federal and feder-

ally supported programs does not exceed the 

limitation specified in subsection (i)(5)(B); 

and
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‘‘(ii) to avoid duplication of benefits under 

this and any other Federal or federally sup-

ported benefit program in accordance with 

subsection (i)(5)(C).’’. 

(d) INCREASED AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS.—Section 477(h) (42 U.S.C. 677(h)) 

is amended by striking ‘‘there are author-

ized’’ and all that follows and inserting the 

following: ‘‘there are authorized to be appro-

priated to the Secretary for each fiscal 

year—

‘‘(1) $140,000,000, which shall be available 

for all purposes under this section; and 

‘‘(2) an additional $60,000,000, which shall 

be available for payments to States for edu-

cation and training vouchers for youths who 

age out of foster care, to assist such youths 

to develop skills necessary to lead inde-

pendent and productive lives.’’. 

(e) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—Section 477(c) 

(42 U.S.C. 677(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the 

amount specified in subsection (h)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘(1) GENERAL PROGRAM ALLOTMENT.—

From the amount specified in subsection 

(h)(1)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘which bears the same 

ratio and all that follows through the pe-

riod’’ and inserting ‘‘which bears the ratio 

equal to the State foster care ratio, as ad-

justed in accordance with paragraph (2).’’; 

and

(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs:

‘‘(3) VOUCHER PROGRAM ALLOTMENT.—From

the amount specified in subsection (h)(2) for 

a fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to 

each State with an application approved 

under subsection (b) for the fiscal year the 

amount that bears the ratio to such amount 

equal to the State foster care ratio. 

‘‘(4) STATE FOSTER CARE RATIO.—In this 

subsection, the term ‘State foster care ratio’ 

means the ratio of the number of children in 

foster care in the State in the most recent 

fiscal year for which such information is 

available to the total number of children in 

foster care in all States for such most recent 

fiscal year.’’. 

(f) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—Section 474(a)(4) 

(42 U.S.C. 674(a)(4)) is amended to read as fol-

lows:

‘‘(4) an amount equal to— 

‘‘(A) with respect to amounts for expendi-

tures in accordance with the State applica-

tion approved under section 477(b) (including 

any amounts expended in accordance with an 

amendment that meets the requirements of 

section 477(b)(5)), the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the lesser of— 

‘‘(I) 80 percent of the amounts expended by 

the State during the quarter to carry out 

programs for the purposes described in sub-

section (h)(1); or 

‘‘(II) the amount allotted to the State 

under section 477(c)(1) for the fiscal year in 

which the quarter occurs, reduced by the 

total of the amounts payable to the State 

under this paragraph for such purposes for 

all prior quarters in the fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) the lesser of— 

‘‘(I) 80 percent of the amounts expended by 

the State during the quarter to carry out 

programs for the purposes described in sub-

section (h)(2); or 

‘‘(II) the amount allotted to the State 

under section 477(c)(3) for the fiscal year in 

which the quarter occurs, reduced by the 

total of the amounts payable to the State 

under this paragraph for such purposes for 

all prior quarters in the fiscal year; 

reduced by 

‘‘(B) the total amount of any penalties as-

sessed against the State under section 477(e) 

for such fiscal year.’’. 

TITLE III—EFFECTIVE DATES 
SEC. 301. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections 

(b), (c), and (d), the amendments made by 

this Act take effect October 1, 2001. 
(b) ELIMINATION OF OPT-OUT PROVISION FOR

CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—Subject to 

subsection (d), the amendments made by sec-

tion 201 take effect on the date of enactment 

of this Act. 
(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR ADOPTION ASSISTANCE

PAYMENT OF SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN VOL-

UNTARILY RELINQUISHED TO PRIVATE NON-

PROFIT AGENCIES.—Subject to subsection (d), 

the amendments made by section 202 shall be 

effective with respect to children voluntarily 

relinquished to, or the subject of a voluntary 

placement agreement with, a public or non-

profit private agency on or after the date 

that is 90 days after the date of enactment of 

this Act. 
(d) DELAY PERMITTED IF STATE LEGISLA-

TION REQUIRED.—In the case of a State plan 

under subpart 2 of part B or part E of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 629 et seq.; 670 et 

seq.) that the Secretary of Health and 

Human Services determines requires State 

legislation (other than legislation appro-

priating funds) in order for the plan to meet 

the additional requirements imposed by the 

amendments made by this Act, the State 

plan shall not be regarded as failing to com-

ply with the requirements of such subpart or 

part solely on the basis of the failure of the 

plan to meet such additional requirements 

before the first day of the first calendar 

quarter beginning after the close of the first 

regular session of the State legislature that 

begins after the date of enactment of this 

Act. For purposes of the previous sentence, 

in the case of a State that has a 2-year legis-

lative session, each year of such session shall 

be deemed to be a separate regular session of 

the State legislature. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today with my friend and colleague, 

Senator ROCKEFELLER, to introduce the 

‘‘Promoting Safe and Stable Families’’ 

bill. This legislation reauthorizes four 

programs designed to help child wel-

fare agencies establish and maintain 

permanency by providing grants to 

States and Indian tribes. The bill also 

includes programs that the President 

has proposed, which have my utmost 

support, as well as a technical correc-

tion that Senator ROCKEFELLER and I 

have proposed to ensure that special 

needs children continue to be eligible 

for adoption assistance. 
It would be impossible for me to talk 

about the challenges facing children 

and the agencies dedicated to pro-

tecting them, without saying a few 

brief words about the recent terrorist 

bombings in New York and Wash-

ington. Following those tragic events, 

we awoke to a whole new world, a 

world forever changed by a faceless, 

cowardly band of terrorists, a world 

filled with sorrow at the senseless, 

needless injury and loss of countless 

members of our American family. 
Though it is going to take time to 

eradicate the terrorist enemy, I am 

confident that our efforts will bring 

about peace and security both here at 

home and across that globe. Ulti-

mately, our efforts to protect the Na-

tion is about the future of our children 

and grandchildren. And so, we must do 

all we can to protect them and give 

them a world that is safe and secure. 
In creating that kind of a world, we 

have to realize that there are thou-

sands of children in this Nation right 

now who don’t live in safe and secure 

environments, children who have only 

one parent or no parents at all, as 

sadly is now the case for many of the 

children who lost parents in the ter-

rorist attacks. 
Far too many children in our country 

are at risk, not because of the terrorist 

threat, but because they are neglected 

or abused by parents or because they 

are trapped in the legal limbo that is 

our child welfare system. Because of 

this, we have an obligation to these 

children. We have an obligation to pro-

tect these innocent lives. 
With the bill we are introducing 

today, we are taking a big step toward 

meeting that obligation. By reauthor-

izing and improving the Safe and Sta-

ble Families program, we can help 

strengthen families and ensure the 

safety of vulnerable children. The fund-

ing provided to the States through this 

legislation is used for four categories 

of services: family preservation, com-

munity-based family support, time- 

limited family reunification, and adop-

tion promotion and support. These 

services are designed to prevent child 

abuse and neglect in communities at 

risk, avoid the removal of children 

from their homes, and support timely 

reunification or adoption. 
Our bill reauthorizes the only pro-

gram that provides funding for post- 

adoption services. With a 30-percent in-

crease in the number of adoptions since 

the implementation of the Adoption 

and Safe Families Act, funding for 

adoption promotion and support serv-

ices is especially vital. These services 

are necessary to ensure that adoptions 

are not disrupted, which risks further 

traumatizing a child. 
Our bill also amends the Foster Care 

Independent Living Program to extend 

the eligibility age from 21 to 23, so that 

children aging out of foster care can 

qualify for educational and training 

vouchers. Currently, too many of the 

16,000 children youth who age out of 

foster care are not able to pursue edu-

cational or vocational training because 

they just don’t have the money. This 

provision helps these young people get 

the education and career training they 

need and deserve. 
The bill doubles the funding for the 

Court Improvement Program, CIP, and 

reauthorizes it through 2006. The CIP 

program provides grants to the States 

to develop a system of more timely 

court actions that provides for the 

safety of children in foster care and ex-

pedites the placement of such children 

in appropriate permanent settings. 
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This money helps ensure that state 

courts have the resources necessary to 

stay in compliance with the Adoption 

and Safe Families Act. In my own 

home State of Ohio, this money has 

been used to develop and implement an 

attorney certification program in fam-

ily law. Additionally, the CIP money 

has been used to implement the Court 

Appointed Special Advocate, CASA, 

program throughout Ohio and to imple-

ment five pilot programs that uniquely 

address family law issues. 
Also, Senator ROCKEFELLER and I 

have added a technical correction to 

the bill that would clarify how Adop-

tion Assistance Payments are distrib-

uted. Prior to January 23, 2001, title IV- 

E Adoption Assistance Payments were 

available to parents adopting children 

who met three special needs criteria, 

regardless of whether a child was 

placed by a private agency or the State 

foster care system. Unfortunately, 

some private agencies were using only 

one of the three special needs criteria 

to access payments for these adoptive 

families.
The January 23rd Adoption Assist-

ance decision draws a distinction be-

tween private and State foster care 

systems to prevent the misuse of funds. 

However, the decision has had the un-

intended consequence of adversely af-

fecting agencies like Catholic Charities 

and their ability to provide adoptive 

families with payments. Our correction 

focuses on the children, not the place-

ment agency, by making special needs 

children adopted through voluntary re-

linquishment eligible for adoption as-

sistance payments. 
I am particularly pleased with some 

of the President’s new initiatives au-

thorized in our bill. For example, the 

President has proposed that the De-

partment of Health and Human Serv-

ices be authorized to provide competi-

tive grants to support mentoring pro-

grams for children of incarcerated par-

ents. With more than 2 million children 

with incarcerated parents, this pro-

gram would provide valuable outreach 

to this vulnerable group of children. 
I would like to conclude my remarks 

by drawing my colleagues’ attention to 

a recent Washington Post series on the 

dire state of the District of Columbia’s 

child welfare system. This series out-

lines multiple mistakes made by the 

Government by placing children in un-

safe homes or institutions. Unfortu-

nately, these same mistakes occur in 

the child welfare system throughout 

our country. Here in Washington, these 

mistakes resulted in over 180 deaths of 

children in foster care since 1993, 40 of 

whom died as a direct result of govern-

ment workers’ failure to take key pre-

ventative actions or because they 

placed children in unsafe homes or in-

stitutions.
The bill we are introducing today 

will help make sure that these kinds of 

mistakes are never repeated. The Sen-

ate has a tradition of helping our most 

vulnerable children, and so I urge my 

colleagues to join us in supporting the 

Reauthorization of Promoting Safe and 

Stable Families. It is the right thing to 

do.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself and 

Mr. BREAUX):
S. 1504. A bill to extend the morato-

rium enacted by the Internet Tax Free-

dom Act through June 30, 2002; to the 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 

going to introduce legislation today on 

behalf of myself, Senator BREAUX from

Louisiana, and Senator HUTCHISON

from Texas dealing with the extension 

of the moratorium on Internet tax-

ation. Let me describe what that is and 

what it means. 
We already have in law a provision 

that provides a moratorium on the tax-

ation of the Internet as it is called, but 

it really provides a moratorium on a 

State government’s or a local govern-

ment’s ability to provide a tax on the 

access to the Internet. There is a mora-

torium. That moratorium expires on 

October 21. Except those few that are 

grandfathered, the moratorium bill not 

only prohibits State and local govern-

ments, from imposing a tax on access 

to the Internet, it also prohibits puni-

tive or discriminatory taxes with re-

spect to the Internet. 
The Congress passed that legislation 

a couple of years ago. It was designed 

to expire October 21 of this year. In a 

few days, it will expire, and there are 

colleagues of mine who have offered in 

recent days extensions of the morato-

rium. Some are talking 5 years; some 

are talking 2 years. I think both of 

those are far too long. I propose we ex-

tend the moratorium until June 30 of 

next year. 
There is another issue that relates to 

this, which is why I believe there needs 

to be an extension. We need to solve 

the problem of tax collections with re-

spect to Internet transactions and all 

transactions of remote sales. When you 

use a computer, or a catalog for that 

matter, to buy a product, when you re-

ceive that product, in most cases you 

are supposed to pay a sales or a con-

sumption tax to your local government 

or your State government. 
In point of fact, most people never 

pay that tax. So the State and local 

governments lose that revenue. The 

seller, a catalog company or an Inter-

net company that is doing business in 

most of the States, is not required to 

collect that sales tax so the seller does 

not collect it. The person who receives 

it or orders it and then receives the 

goods does not pay it, even though they 

are required to, and the State and local 

governments lose a substantial amount 

of money. 
A recent study from the Institute for 

State Studies says this year the loss 

will be $13.3 billion for State and local 

governments, and by the year 2011 it is 

expected State and local governments 

will lose $54.8 billion of expected rev-

enue. Most of this, incidentally, is rev-

enue that is essential to school sys-

tems around the country. Most of this 

is essential for State and local govern-

ments to keep their school systems op-

erating and pay for their schools and 

education programs. 
So State and local governments have 

a very serious problem. What do they 

do about it? Internet sellers and cata-

log sellers also have a problem. If one 

is set up in business to sell all across 

the country, but they really have only 

one location and that is the area where 

they are set up in business, they do not 

want to have to subscribe to 5,000 or 

7,000 different sales tax jurisdictions. 

That is far too complicated. The re-

mote sellers have a right to say: We 

don’t want to have to subscribe and 

pay taxes and file forms in thousands 

and thousands of different jurisdic-

tions. They are right about that. 
What is to be done? It seems to me 

there is a requirement for State and 

local governments to simplify their 

sales tax systems, and when they have 

dramatically simplified those systems 

so that companies that are doing busi-

ness all across the country can easily 

comply with the requirements—when 

that happens, when State and local 

government do that—I believe those 

engaged in remote sales should collect 

the tax and remit it to State and local 

governments. It will be easy for the 

consumer to have that happen. The tax 

is already owed. It seems to me it will 

be convenient enough for the seller to 

do it if the States have dramatically 

simplified their system. And it will fi-

nally provide the resources the States 

and local governments have been 

counting on to support their school 

systems. All of that ought to be done. 
As far as I am concerned, I don’t 

mind extending this moratorium for-

ever—6 months, 2 years, 5 years. It 

doesn’t matter to me. We should not 

apply discriminatory taxes. We should 

not apply punitive taxes to Internet 

transactions. I don’t care much about 

the question of taxing access. As far as 

I’m concerned, we can prevent all State 

and local governments from doing that. 

It does not matter much to me. Speak-

ing for myself, we could make perma-

nent the moratorium. But it should be 

made permanent or should be made a 

long-term extension only when we 

agree, all of us, that we have another 

problem attendant to it: the problem of 

the collection and remission of taxes 

that support our school system. 
Let’s do both. We have some in the 

Chamber who say, let’s ignore the issue 

of school finance; say that doesn’t 

exist. You cannot do that. You cannot 

cast a blind eye to that problem. It is 

a problem that is serious and growing. 

Governor Leavitt from Utah sent me a 
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note about it along with the study of 

the Institute for States Studies de-

scribing this. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re-

port be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report 

was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

INSTITUTE FOR STATE STUDIES,

Salt Lake City, UT, Oct. 2, 2001. 

NEW STUDY SHOWS SALES TAX REVENUE

LOSSES FROM E-COMMERCE 41 PERCENT

HIGHER THAN PREVIOUS ESTIMATES

STATES, LOCALITIES PROJECTED TO LOSE $54.8

BILLION A YEAR BY 2011

WASHINGTON.—New figures released here 

today show that state and local governments 

will lose $13.3 billion in revenue this year—41 

percent higher than previously estimated— 

because taxes are not paid on remote online 

purchases as they are on ‘‘Main Street’’ pur-

chases. Projected annual revenue losses jump 

to $45.2 billion in 2006 and a staggering $54.8 

billion by 2011 as a result of skyrocketing 

business-to-business e-commerce activity. 

This continued loss of revenue highlights 

fairness issues for Main Street retailers, tax-

payers and state and local governments. It 

creates difficult choices for the 45 states and 

the District of Columbia that rely on sales 

tax revenue; raise sales, income and/or prop-

erty tax rates to compensate; cut services 

like education and public safety; or a com-

bination of both. 

The study was prepared by the Center for 

Business and Research at the University of 

Tennessee, the pioneers in research on the 

subject. Data was collected by Forrester Re-

search, Inc., the recognized leader in e-com-

merce research. The study was commissioned 

by the Institute for State Studies, a non-

profit public policy group. The study quan-

tifies the amount of sales tax revenue states 

and local governments stand to lose in 2001, 

2006 and 2011 because remote Internet-based 

retailers are not required to collect and 

remit sales tax. The U.S. Congress is cur-

rently debating how to address this inequity. 

The report is available online at 

www.statestudies.org.

A broad coalition of retailers, shopping 

center owners, state and local government 

leaders and national associations has for 

some time maintained that current tax pol-

icy as it applies to e-commerce isn’t fair. 

They argue that the lack of a ‘‘level playing 

field’’ in collecting sales taxes leads to sig-

nificant fairness issues for consumers and 

businesses. It also creates huge revenue 

losses for states and local governments, af-

fecting their ability to provide citizens with 

quality education, effective public safety and 

other basic services. This research supports 

those assertions. 

For example, Texas will lose $1.2 billion to 

e-commerce sales tax erosion this year. In 

Florida, the number is $932.2 million. Illinois 

will lose out on $532.9 million, Michigan will 

lose $502.9, Tennessee will lose $362.3 million, 

Maryland, $194.4 million. In the smallest 

states, the revenue erosion is large as well. 

Wyoming will lose $26.1 million; Rhode Is-

land, $36.8 million; North Dakota, $26.4 mil-

lion; and the District of Columbia, $36.7 mil-

lion.

In a decade, the revenue losses grow tre-

mendously, according to Donald Bruce, as-

sistant professor at the University of Ten-

nessee and the study’s co-author. ‘‘By 2011, 

the potential revenue loss in Texas alone 

will be $4.8 billion—that’s almost 10 percent 

of the state’s total expected tax collections. 

To make up for this revenue, Texas’s current 

statewide sales tax rate of 6.25 percent would 

have to rise to 7.86 percent.’’ 
Historically, states and localities have re-

sponded to this erosion in sales tax revenue 

by raising tax rates, Bruce pointed out. In 

1970, the median sales tax rate in the U.S. 

was 3.25 percent. This rose to 4.0 percent in 

1980 and 5.0 percent in 1990. Fifteen states 

now have rates at or above 6.0 percent. 
‘‘We determined that, to make up for rev-

enue losses due to e-commerce, states and 

local governments would have to raise their 

sales tax rates between 0.83 and 1.73 percent-

age points by 2011,’’ said William F. Fox, 

study co-author and University of Tennessee 

professor. ‘‘When other factors causing sales 

tax revenue to shrink are added in, the pro-

jected tax increases are even higher.’’ 
In addition to erosion from remote sales, 

states and local governments are facing a 

loss of sales tax revenue from two other 

major trends: 1) a greater consumption of 

generally non-taxable services rather than 

taxable goods; and 2) a continual practice of 

state-legislated exemptions that are nar-

rowing the tax base. 
Steps are being taken to simplify the sales 

tax system, such as streamlining the rules 

and regulations of the 7,500 taxing jurisdic-

tions in the U.S. This Streamlined Sales Tax 

Project is sponsored by a consortium of gov-

ernment associations led by the National 

Governors Association. So far, 32 states are 

participating in the effort to simplify tax 

rates and definitions of taxable goods, and to 

certify software that will make it easier for 

retailers, both on Main Street and on the 

Internet, to collect sales taxes. Nineteen 

states have enacted simplification legisla-

tion; another 10 have introduced legislation 

for consideration. 
As part of the ongoing e-commerce sales 

tax debate, the Institute for State Studies 

will use this research data to educate state, 

local and national officials about the mag-

nitude of the issue. The Institute for State 

Studies is a nonprofit center for public pol-

icy research and education located at West-

ern Governors University. The foundation fo-

cuses on three areas: public policy and gov-

ernance issues created by new technology, 

advancing competency-based measurement 

and certification in education, and increas-

ing speed and decreasing cost in environ-

mental progress. 

PROJECTED STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE LOSSES FROM E– 
COMMERCE ACTIVITY 

[Figures in millions] 

State 2001 2006 2011 

Alabama ......................................... $177.4 $604.3 $734.4 
Arkansas ......................................... 143.8 488.0 590.9 
Arizona ............................................ 231.1 799.2 982.5 
California ........................................ 1,750.0 5,952.0 7,225.0 
Colorado ......................................... 200.7 686.4 836.2 
Connecticut .................................... 190.5 648.9 788.2 
District of Columbia ....................... 36.7 123.1 147.7 
Florida ............................................ 932.2 3,214.0 3,944.4 
Georgia ........................................... 439.0 1,517.8 1,865.6 
Hawaii ............................................ 105.1 359.2 438.3 
Iowa ................................................ 111.8 372.3 443.7 
Idaho .............................................. 44.4 151.5 184.6 
Illinois ............................................. 532.9 1,795.3 2,161.7 
Indiana ........................................... 215.5 728.5 879.8 
Kansas ............................................ 134.4 451.5 542.2 
Kentucky ......................................... 158.7 535.5 645.8 
Louisiana ........................................ 302.6 1,008.1 1,202.5 
Massachusetts ............................... 200.6 683.0 828.6 
Maryland ......................................... 194.4 664.3 809.2 
Maine .............................................. 43.1 146.4 177.5 
Michigan ......................................... 502.9 1,696.2 2,043.6 
Minnesota ....................................... 270.6 920.6 1,117.2 
Missouri .......................................... 261.6 884.1 1,066.7 
Mississippi ..................................... 136.5 462.8 560.0 
North Carolina ................................ 293.4 1,010.9 1,239.4 
North Dakota .................................. 26.4 87.6 103.9 
Nebraska ........................................ 70.9 238.7 287.3 
New Jersey ...................................... 337.8 1,150.0 1,396.1 
New Mexico ..................................... 129.1 440.2 535.4 

PROJECTED STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE LOSSES FROM E– 
COMMERCE ACTIVITY—Continued 

[Figures in millions] 

State 2001 2006 2011 

Nevada ........................................... 126.3 441.7 549.0 
New York ........................................ 1,052.9 3,569.2 4,318.4 
Ohio ................................................ 446.7 1,502.2 1,805.9 
Oklahoma ....................................... 202.8 670.6 794.5 
Pennsylvania .................................. 446.4 1,503.4 1,811.0 
Rhode Island .................................. 36.8 124.5 150.4 
South Carolina ............................... 153.4 525.0 640.5 
South Dakota .................................. 39.4 133.4 161.3 
Tennessee ....................................... 362.3 1,242.8 1,518.7 
Texas .............................................. 1,162.1 3,957.0 4,805.6 
Utah ................................................ 104.5 359.0 439.2 
Virginia ........................................... 238.5 817.0 997.2 
Vermont .......................................... 21.0 71.7 87.2 
Washington ..................................... 416.5 1,427.3 1,745.3 
Wisconsin ....................................... 213.5 721.5 871.0 
West Virginia .................................. 70.1 232.4 276.2 
Wyoming ......................................... 26.1 85.2 100.0 

Total ........................................... 13,293.1 45,204.3 54,849.5 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, vir-

tually every Governor, or 45 Governors 

in this country believe strongly we 

ought to do this, give the States the 

ability to develop a compact to dra-

matically simplify their revenue sys-

tems. Then, with that compact, we 

would allow or require the remote sell-

ers to collect the taxes owed. 
I am introducing the legislation on 

behalf of myself, Senator BREAUX, and 

Senator HUTCHISON, that would extend 

until June 30 the moratorium that now 

exists. Between now and June 30 I be-

lieve Congress has a responsibility to 

solve this problem. I don’t want there 

to be and will not support punitive or 

discriminatory taxes on the Internet. I 

don’t believe we ought to be taxing ac-

cess to the Internet, and it would not 

matter to me if we shut it off even for 

the grandfathered States. The issue of 

extending the moratorium is not a 

problem with me. 
But we must not extend the morato-

rium and ignore the other significant 

problem that exists; and that is, the 

erosion of billions and billions of dol-

lars that are expected to come in to 

our State and local government coffers 

to support our schools. That erosion, to 

the tune of what is expected to be $54 

billion in the year 2011 is a very serious 

problem and serves no purpose for peo-

ple to talk only of extending the mora-

torium and not about the other prob-

lem. Let’s solve both problems at once 

on behalf of America’s kids and on be-

half of remote sellers. 
I happen to think the growth of the 

Internet is a wonderful thing. I think 

catalog sales are a wonderful thing. I 

think Main Street businesses are great. 

I think all the commerce opportunities 

that exist in this country enhance this 

country. The Main Street business peo-

ple say to us: We rent the business, we 

hire the employees, we carry the inven-

tory, and if you come to our Main 

Street business and buy a product, we 

must collect the sales tax. But some-

one a thousand miles away who com-

petes by catalog or television monitor 

can make the same sale and sell it 

without collecting the sales tax. It is 

true the buyer has a tax responsibility, 
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but the buyer almost never remits that 

small use tax to the State when that 

sale is made. 
Those are the issues. I call attention 

today to the fact that some colleagues 

introduced a piece of legislation that 

calls for a moratorium for 2 years, 

some are talking about 5 years. One 

was introduced, I believe, by my col-

league from Virginia and my colleague 

from California for a 5-year extension. 

Another was introduced for a 2-year ex-

tension. I believe both are too long. I 

believe the extension until June 30 of 

next year, with a requirement we get 

to work, will give the States and the 

Internet sellers and remote sellers the 

time they need to get to work and 

solve this problem. Let’s extend it for-

ever as far as I am concerned, but we 

should fix the long-term problem as we 

do so. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the bill be printed in the 

RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1504 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Internet Tax 

Moratorium Extension Act’’. 

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF INTERNET TAX FREEDOM 
ACT MORATORIUM THROUGH JUNE 
30, 2002. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1101(a) of the 

Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 nt.) 

is amended by striking ‘‘3 years after the 

date of enactment of this Act—’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘on June 30, 2002:’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section

1101(a) of that Act (47 U.S.C. 151 nt.) is fur-

ther amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘taxes’’ in paragraph (1) and 

inserting ‘‘Taxes’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘1998; and’’ in paragraph (1) 

and inserting ‘‘1998.’’; and 
(3) by striking ‘‘multiple’’ in paragraph (2) 

and inserting ‘‘Multiple’’. 

SEC. 3. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 
It is the sense of the Congress that State 

governments and interested business organi-

zations should expedite efforts to develop a 

streamlined sales and use tax system that, 

once approved by Congress, would allow sell-

ers to collect and remit sales and use taxes 

without imposing an undue burden on inter-

state commerce. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. 

KERRY):
S. 1505. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of Commerce to establish a 

Travel and Tourism Promotion Bureau; 

to the Committee on Commerce, 

Science, and Transportation. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing the Rediscover Amer-

ica Act of 2001 along with my col-

leagues, Senator ALLEN, Senator 

INOUYE, and Senator KERRY. The Redis-

cover America Act is a bipartisan ef-

fort to help promote travel and tour-

ism in the United States in the wake of 

the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks 
on America. 

The bill directs the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce to establish a Travel and 
Tourism Promotion Bureau. The Bu-
reau would work with the private sec-
tor to develop a public service/adver-
tising campaign to encourage people to 
rediscover America. While the Bureau 
will work in the same spirit as the 
former Travel and Tourism Adminis-
tration, it will not be a large new bu-
reaucracy. The bill is designed to give 
the Secretary the flexibility to appoint 
up to three existing Department of 
Commerce employees to work on this 
2-year project. At least $60 million of 
the funds provided in the supplemental 
appropriations bill would be available 
for this effort so that the campaign can 
begin quickly. We envision celebrities 
and national leaders participating in 
ads that will tout the beauty of the na-
tion and encourage people here and 
abroad to Rediscover America. 

We need the Rediscover America Act 
at this time for a number of reasons. 
The revitalization of the travel and 
tourism industry following the Sep-
tember 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the 
United States is a national economic 
necessity. The travel and tourism in-
dustry has a large impact on the U.S. 
economy, adding nearly 5 percent of 
the GDP, generating more than $578 
million in revenues, supporting more 
than 17 million jobs, and providing a 
$14 million trade surplus for the coun-
try.

In California, the travel and tourism 
industry provides over 1.1 million jobs. 
Those jobs are now in danger. We esti-
mate that the total direct and indirect 
losses in the travel and tourism indus-
try as a result of declining consumer 
confidence could reach nearly 20,000. 
We need to encourage people to travel 
in order to restore jobs for people in 
the industry. 

In light of the effect that the attacks 
have had on the travel and tourism in-
dustry, it is important to put measures 
immediately into place to encourage 

consumer confidence in travel and in 

the economy. 
Safety and security in travel is of ut-

most importance in order to restore 

consumer confidence in the industry. 

But we will have to get the message 

out there that it is safe to travel again 

in order to get passengers back on 

planes.
While this marketing assistance can 

only constitute one facet of our re-

sponse to the current crisis in the trav-

el and tourism industry, we hope its 

impact will be widely felt. More than 95 

percent of the businesses in travel and 

tourism are small to medium sized en-

terprises who need help now. Again, 

this is only one step toward getting the 

travel and tourism industry back on its 

feet. Its restoration is vital for the fu-

ture well being of our economy. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 

S. 1506. A bill to amend title 10, 

United States Code, to repeal the re-

quirement for reduction of SBP sur-

vivor annuities by dependency and in-

demnity compensation; to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I am introducing legislation 

today to take care of a major problem 

we overlooked recently in passing the 

defense authorization bill. 
I take my inspiration from Holy 

Scripture where we are told that in 

God’s eyes, the measure of our faith is 

to look after orphans and widows in 

their distress. 
The fiscal year 2002 Defense author-

ization bill we just passed corrected 

one long-standing inequity but not an-

other longstanding inequity. What the 

Defense authorization bill did was cor-

rect an inequity by restoring benefits 

to our disabled military retirees be-

cause currently our system penalizes 

military retirees, who have given our 

country the best years of their lives, by 

reducing their retirement pay by the 

amount of disability pay they are enti-

tled to receive. 
This simply is not fair. Senator REID,

our great Democratic floor leader, of-

fered the amendment to the Defense 

authorization bill, and it was accepted. 

It allows the disabled military retirees 

to receive both their disability pay and 

their retirement pay concurrently in-

stead of one offsetting the other. It 

makes it effective upon the Defense au-

thorization bill becoming law. 
I supported it. All of us supported the 

Reid amendment. It is now included in 

the final version of the bill. That cor-

rection in law is long overdue. 
Now there is another related injus-

tice which needs to be addressed. The 

legislation I am offering will extend 

the same protection of benefits to the 

widows and orphans of military retir-

ees because the same kind of rule that 

penalized disabled retirees, the offset 

of disability pay to military retire-

ment pay, also hurts the widows and 

the surviving children. 
Mr. President, go back to 1972 when 

Congress established the military sur-

vival benefits plan to provide retirees’ 

survivors an annuity that was specifi-

cally modeled after the civil service 

survival benefit plan. Like the civilian 

plan, the military survivors benefit 

plan is a volunteer benefit program 

purchased by the retiree. Retired serv-

ice members pay for this benefit from 

their retired pay. Then upon their 

death, their spouse or dependent chil-

dren can receive up to 55 percent of 

their retired pay as an annuity. 
Surviving spouses or dependent chil-

dren of 100-percent service-connected 

disabled retirees are also entitled to 

dependency and indemnity compensa-

tion from the Veterans’ Administra-

tion. But the annuity paid by the sur-

vivors benefits plan and received by a 

widow or an orphan is reduced by the 
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amount of the dependency and indem-

nity compensation received from the 

VA—the same unfair offset that we are 

now correcting for our military retir-

ees.

So the penalty for widows or orphans 

is no more justifiable than for retirees. 

In fact, in the absence of their veteran 

spouse or parent, the survivors’ need 

for a stable income is often greater. 

They have depended on the person who 

has received this disability pay because 

that disabled person’s income was low-

ered because of their disability, and 

often because the spouse or the chil-

dren have to be caregivers to the dis-

abled person, their incomes likewise 

are reduced; thus the need for this dis-

ability pay as set up in law sometime 

ago for the survivors’ need. 

Well, Mr. President, I know of no 

other surviving spouse annuity pro-

gram in the Federal or private sector 

that is permitted to offset, terminate, 

or reduce their survivor payments be-

cause of disability payments. Natu-

rally, I was disappointed in this year’s 

Defense authorization bill that we have 

left behind the widows or orphans of 

100-percent disabled retirees. I am not 

talking about 50-percent disabled; I am 

talking about the widows or orphans of 

100-percent disabled retirees. 

I believe we should have and could 

have addressed this issue when we fixed 

the offset problem for military retir-

ees. But we didn’t. So that is what we 

are trying to correct with the offering 

of this legislation. 

We should honor our commitments 

with disabled military retirees and 

their surviving widows and dependent 

children. So today I am offering stand- 

alone legislation to eliminate that off-

set called the VA dependency and in-

demnity compensation offset against 

the annuity paid by the survivors ben-

efit plan. 

I will repeat what I said at the out-

set. In the first chapter of James, verse 

27 of the Holy Scriptures, we are told 

in God’s eyes that the true measure of 

our faith is to look after orphans and 

widows in their distress. So we simply 

can’t allow this situation to stand. We 

need to restore the full benefits to our 

country’s military retirees and their 

families. I will continue to work to do 

right by those who have given this Na-

tion their all, and especially for the 

loved ones they may leave to our care. 

Thank you for the opportunity of ad-

dressing the Senate as I introduce this 

legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the 

text of the bill be printed in the 

RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1506 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT OF RE-
DUCTION OF SBP SURVIVOR ANNU-
ITIES BY DEPENDENCY AND INDEM-
NITY COMPENSATION. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1451(c) of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by striking 

paragraph (2). 
(b) PROHIBITION ON RETROACTIVE BENE-

FITS.—No benefits may be paid to any person 

for any period before the effective date speci-

fied in subsection (c) by reason of the amend-

ment made by subsection (a). 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on— 

(1) the first day of the first month that be-

gins after the date of the enactment of this 

Act; or 

(2) the first day of the fiscal year that be-

gins in the calendar year in which this Act is 

enacted, if later than the date specified in 

paragraph (1). 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, 

Mr. REED, and Mr. TORRICELLI):
S. 1508. A bill to increase the pre-

paredness of the United States to re-

spond to a biological or chemical weap-

ons attack; to the Committee on 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-

sions.
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Biological and 

Chemical Attack Preparedness Act, 

legislation that would help prepare our 

public health infrastructure for the 

possibility of a future biological or 

chemical attack. 
The attacks of September 11 have fo-

cused attention on the threat posed to 

our entire Nation by terrorists, espe-

cially the threat of biological and 

chemical attacks. My office has re-

ceived numerous letters and phone 

calls from constituents alarmed by re-

cent news reports that the Federal 

Aviation Administration grounded crop 

dusters. Some speculate that the small 

propeller planes might be used to de-

liver chemical or biological weapons 

over a broad area, threatening the 

health and well being of the people 

below. The implications of such an at-

tack are enormous. One analysis from 

the Centers for Disease Control pre-

dicted that a few kilograms of anthrax 

delivered over a major metropolitan 

area would kill more people than the 

atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima. 
While the US is fortunate to have 

avoided a biological or chemical attack 

thus far, the threat of such an attack is 

very real. In 1995, it was hard to imag-

ine that Japan would be targeted for 

such an attack. But that year, an apoc-

alyptic cult did just that in a Tokyo 

subway station. The highly sophisti-

cated cult counted scientists among its 

adherents and developed a deadly 

chemical weapon: sarin gas. They em-

ployed a crude form of delivery, filling 

soda cans and lunch boxes with sarin 

gas and puncturing the improvised con-

tainers as they left a rail car. 
While technical expertise and consid-

erable resources are required, it is 

clear that a motivated terrorist group 

can unleash a chemical or biological 

weapon on a complacent population. 

The possibility of such an attack seems 

even greater when one realize that 

many of the countries considered to be 

active state sponsors of terrorism by 

the State Department are also believed 

to be developing chemical and biologi-

cal weapons. 
The events of September 11 have 

brought our country’s vulnerability to 

an attack with chemical and biological 

weapons into even greater focus. How-

ever, the challenge of maintaining the 

functionality of key infrastructure in 

the event of a chemical or biological 

emergency has been a concern for some 

time. The well-regarded Hart-Rudman 

report calls for careful preparation and 

explains that in a biological attack, 

‘‘citizen cooperation with government 

authorities will depend on public con-

fidence that those authorities can man-

age the emergency.’’ A recent News-

week poll found that 46 percent of re-

spondents were not convinced that na-

tional and local governments are pre-

pared to handle an attack with biologi-

cal or chemical weapons. 
Unfortunately, Americans have rea-

son to be skeptical about the extent or 

which our public health system is pre-

pared for a chemical or biological at-

tack. The overwhelming consensus 

among public health officials is that 

our health care infrastructure today is 

not equipped to address a mass cas-

ualty incident involving chemical and 

biological weapons. 
The attack in Japan in 1995 was the 

first time in history when chemical 

weapons were turned on a civilian pop-

ulation. As such, it is a valuable and 

instructive case study. The attack 

itself killed eleven Japanese civilians 

and injured several hundred, a tragedy 

by any measure, but with a limited 

death count. The incident has broader 

significance for what it shows about 

the failure of an advanced public 

health system to respond to a biologi-

cal or chemical weapon emergency. 

Specifically, the attack highlighted 

unfortunate weaknesses in Japan’s 

ability to coordinate a comprehensive 

public health response. 
To put it mildly, the subway attack 

caught Japan’s public health system 

off guard. St. Luke’s International 

Hospital received most victims of the 

attack, treating over six hundred Japa-

nese patients. Although even before the 

attack the hospital maintained a high 

level of emergency preparedness and 

conducted periodic emergency drills, it 

was not ready for the tremendous surge 

of acutely ill patients that over-

whelmed the emergency room. The hos-

pital was not prepared to treat victims 

manifesting the symptoms characteris-

tics of sarin gas poisoning. It was not 

prepared to guarantee the health and 

safety of the healthcare workers em-

ployed there. And, although terribly 

overburdened with patients being 

treated in the chapel and cafeteria, it 

was unable to release patients to other 
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hospitals, knowing that other hospitals 

were even less prepared to deal with 

the unique challenges posed by victims 

of chemical weapons. Because of the 

use of chemical weapons, standards al-

ready established for mass casualty in-

cidents were found to be inadequate, 

and the staff was forced to improvise. 

According to a study conducted by the 

hospital, more than twenty-percent of 

the health professionals assisting the 

victims developed sarin gas poisoning 

themselves.
Healthcare workers helping the sick 

were put into harm’s way. Had the 

chemical or biological agent been more 

severe or had the health professionals 

received a greater dose, the implica-

tions of Japan’s lack of preparation 

could have been even more serious. 
The United States must learn from 

the nightmare experienced by Japan 

and shore up our public health infra-

structure before it is too late. 
Unfortunately, despite several pro-

grams that have moved us in the right 

direction, including the historic Frist- 

Kennedy emerging threats legislation 

passed in the last Congress that I hope 

will receive the funding it deserves, the 

United States’ public health system is 

not much more prepared than Japan’s 

in 1995. 
A study appearing in the May 2001 

issue of the respected American Jour-

nal of Public Health reveals a troubling 

situation. Of the hospitals that re-

sponded to a survey, fewer than 20 per-

cent had any plans for biological or 

chemical weapons incidents. That 

means only one-fifth of hospitals na-

tionwide had even considered the im-

plications of a chemical or biological 

attack on delivery of care. And only 6 

percent had the minimum rec-

ommended physical resources for a hy-

pothetical sarin incident. It is clear, 

that the U.S. is not prepared. 
The study outlines that the ‘‘Domes-

tic Preparedness Program . . . has in-

cluded no systemic efforts to integrate 

hospitals into response plans, and it 

has provided only limited funds to ac-

quire resources for state and local re-

sponders and none for hospitals.’’ It is 

time to ensure that our public health 

system is up to the challenges of the 

new threat environment, including the 

possibility that chemical weapons or 

biological agents will be released on 

the United States. 
A report published by the American 

Hospital Association in conjunction 

with the Office of Emergency Prepared-

ness, found that the fundamental prob-

lem is, and I quote, ‘‘there is no gen-

eral societal support for the prepared-

ness role of the hospital.’’ Up until this 

point, there was no requirement for in-

dividual hospitals or departments of 

health to plan for the possibility of a 

chemical or biological attack. Nor was 

there any funding to help them in this 

important process. In our previous ap-

proach to bioterrorism, we have fo-

cused on stockpiling medical supplies 

and creating additional laboratory ca-

pacity, but we have ignored the emer-

gency preparedness of our hospitals. 
The Biological and Chemical Attack 

Preparedness Act seeks to overcome 

this failing of our public health system 

in several important ways. First, it 

would require States to develop public 

health disaster plans in consultation 

with local governments. It is vital that 

the various state governments rapidly 

devise and implement plans based on 

their own specific needs and strengths. 

The public health disaster plan devel-

oped by Nebraska will be very different 

from the one developed by New Jersey, 

and for good reason. The public health 

challenges posed by a rural population 

are different than those posed by a sub-

urban or urban population. State plans 

must take into account the distribu-

tion and the pre-existing capabilities of 

hospitals in their states. They must ad-

dress issues surrounding proximity to 

care and the financial costs of imple-

menting a system. Simply put, they 

must devise a mechanism for providing 

care to all affected state residents in 

the event of an attack. 
This being said, as with national se-

curity issues generally, there is an im-

portant federal role. It is the job of the 

Department of Health and Human 

Services to establish broad guidelines 

and oversee the implementation of the 

various plans. Just as we need coordi-

nation between States, localities, and 

hospitals, we need coordination with 

the national health system. To ensure 

that states comply, Medical funding 

would be withheld for any state that 

failed to meet the broad requirements 

of the legislation. 
Second, as part of the public health 

disaster plan, States would be required 

to designate hospitals so that all state 

residents affected by a chemical or bio-

logical weapons disaster would have ac-

cess to treatment. Each designated 

hospital would be required to devise 

and implement a chemical and biologi-

cal weapons response that complies 

with their responsibilities as a compo-

nent of the State’s overall response. 

Right now, with only 6 percent of hos-

pitals providing a high level of chem-

ical and biological weapons attack 

readiness, we are far from the goal of 

ensuring that any person affected by 

chemical or biological weapons can re-

ceive treatment. Hospitals designated 

as part of the plan must be prepared 

with equipment, trained personnel, and 

pharmaceutical products sufficient to 

meet the anticipated need in the event 

of chemical or biological attack. 
I know we are asking a lot of our 

States and of our hospitals. Certainly, 

the additional precautions taken to 

prepare for an unconventional attack 

will be expensive. To address this real 

concern, the bill would create a new 

grant program administered by the Of-

fice of Emergency Preparedness of HHS 

to fund the implementation of biologi-

cal and chemical attack preparedness 

strategies by health care providers. 

Hospitals could use the funds to pur-

chase Class-A suits to protect 

healthcare professionals, filtration 

equipment to clean the air, shower 

units to remove chemical agents, anti-

biotics and vaccines to treat patients, 

and, perhaps most importantly, train-

ing for the staff to recognize the warn-

ing signs of an attack. And, because we 

are asking for additional preparation 

on the part of designated hospitals, 

they will receive preferential treat-

ment in the grant program. Not inci-

dentally, local governments would be 

eligible for the grants as well, pro-

viding a level of local control and over-

sight that is a vital component of a 

truly coordinated response. 
The Biological and Chemical Attack 

Preparedness Act would help ensure 

that our national public health system 

is prepared to orchestrate a skillful, 

quick and coordinated response to an 

attack with chemical or biological 

weapons. The bill would provide the re-

sources necessary to assist hospitals 

and local governments in getting up to 

speed. And it would ensure that the 

various jurisdictions in our public 

health system are working together to-

wards a single compelling goal: pre-

paring for the devastating implications 

of a chemical or biological weapons at-

tack. It would be far better to spend 

the money now than suffer the grim 

consequences later. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 

important piece of legislation, and ask 

unanimous consent that the text of the 

bill be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1508 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Biological 

and Chemical Attack Preparedness Act’’. 

SEC. 2. STATE PUBLIC HEALTH DISASTER PLANS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 

after the publication of the standards devel-

oped by the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services (in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Sec-

retary’’) under subsection (c), each State 

shall develop a State public health disaster 

plan for responding to biological or chemical 

attacks. Not later than 180 days after the 

publication of such standards, each State 

shall fully implement the State’s plan. 
(b) REQUIREMENTS OF PLAN.—A State pub-

lic health disaster plan developed under sub-

section (a) shall— 

(1) comply with the standards developed 

under subsection (c); 

(2) require designated hospitals and health 

care providers in the State to have proce-

dures in place to provide health care items 

and services (including antidotes, vaccines 

or other drugs or biologicals) to all State 

residents in the event of a biological or 

chemical attack; 

(3) require that hospitals and health care 

providers designated under paragraph (2) 
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conduct drills, on a semiannual or other 

basis determined appropriate by the Sec-

retary, to ensure the readiness of such hos-

pital or provider to receive and treat victims 

of a biological or chemical attack; 

(4) be developed in consultation with af-

fected local governments and hospitals; and 

(5) meet such other requirements as the 

Secretary determines appropriate. 
(c) STANDARDS.—Not later than 120 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 

Secretary of Health and Human Services 

shall develop, and publish in the Federal 

Register, standards relating to State public 

health disaster plans, including require-

ments relating to the equipment, training, 

treatment, and personnel that a hospital or 

health care provider must have to be a des-

ignated hospital or provider under such plan. 
(d) SUBMISSION TO SECRETARY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later 360 days after 

the date on which standards are published 

under subsection (c), and annually (or at 

such other regular periods as the Secretary 

may determine appropriate) thereafter, a 

State shall submit to the Secretary for ap-

proval the disaster plan developed by the 

State under this section. The Secretary may 

only approve such plan if the Secretary de-

termines that the plan complies with such 

standards.

(2) MONITORING.—The Secretary shall mon-

itor the States to determine whether each 

State has developed and implemented a 

State disaster plan in accordance with this 

section.
(e) MEDICAID STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—

Section 1902(a) of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 1396a(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (64), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 

(2) in paragraph (65), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (65) the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(66) provide that the State shall develop, 

for approval by the Secretary, and have in 

effect a State public health disaster plan for 

responding to biological or chemical attacks 

in accordance with section 2 of the Biologi-

cal and Chemical Attack Preparedness Act, 

except that this paragraph shall not apply to 

a State if the Secretary waives the applica-

tion of this paragraph because of the exist-

ence of exceptional circumstances.’’. 

SEC. 3. GRANTS FOR TRAINING, EQUIPMENT, AND 
PERSONNEL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Director of the Office of Emer-

gency Preparedness, shall award grants to 

hospitals and health care providers to enable 

such hospitals and providers to provide 

training, give treatment, purchase equip-

ment, and employ personnel. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant 

under subsection (a), a hospital or health 

care provider shall in consultation with the 

State, prepare and submit to the Director of 

the Office of Emergency Preparedness, an ap-

plication at such time, in such manner, and 

containing such information as the Director 

may require. 

(2) PREFERENCE FOR DESIGNATED HOSPITALS

AND PROVIDERS.—In awarding grants under 

this section, the Director shall give priority 

to applicant hospitals and health care pro-

viders that are designated hospitals or pro-

viders under the State public health disaster 

plan under section 2. 

(3) GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES.—Notwith-

standing paragraph (1)(A), the Director may 

award a grant under this section to a State 

or local governmental entity if the Sec-

retary determines that such an award is ap-

propriate.
(c) USE OF FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A grantee shall use 

amounts received under a grant under this 

section to provide training, give treatment 

(including the provision of antidotes, vac-

cines or other drugs or biologicals), purchase 

equipment, and employ personnel as deter-

mined to be appropriate by the Director of 

the Office of Emergency Preparedness to en-

able the grantee to carry out its duties under 

the State public health disaster plan. 

(2) TECHNICAL EXPERTISE.—A grantee may 

use amounts received under a grant under 

this section to acquire technical expertise to 

enable the grantee to develop appropriate re-

sponses to biological or chemical attacks. 
(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated, such 

sums as may be necessary to carry out this 

section.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues, Senators 
CORZINE and TORRICELLI of New Jersey 
in introducing this timely and impor-
tant legislation. The Biological and 
Chemical Attack Preparedness Act 

seeks to address a critical need that 

currently exists in our health care 

emergency preparedness network. 
Since the devastating attacks of Sep-

tember 11, it has become apparent that 

we as a Nation face many threats for 

which we must be prepared. Over the 

past decade, the Federal Government 

has made significant investments in re-

search, planning and implementation 

of procedures designed to deal with a 

variety of terrorist attacks, including 

strengthening our public health system 

so that it may respond effectively to a 

potential biological or chemical ter-

rorist event. In that time, we have 

made great progress in solidifying our 

level of preparedness for these kinds of 

insidious events. Nevertheless, the 

events of last month have also made us 

keenly aware of our vulnerabilities, 

particularly when it comes to State 

and local health systems, where our 

ability to resond to a major cata-

strophic event is not what it should be. 
Specifically, while the 1996 Defense 

Against Weapons of Mass Destruction 

Act required the development of a Do-

mestic Preparedness Program, includ-

ing efforts to improve capacity of local 

emergency response agencies, only lim-

ited funds were provided to state and 

local responders and none for hospitals. 

For those hospitals that have devised 

plans, the challenge is often finding the 

resources to acquire the appropriate 

equipment and training necessary to 

respond to a chemical or biological 

event.
The Biological and Chemical Attack 

Preparedness Act we are introducing 

today would address this urgent prob-

lem by requiring all States to think 

strategically about their health sys-

tems and how they might be called to 

respond to a biological or chemical at-

tack. Each State would submit to the 

Department of Health and Human 

Services for review and approval a dis-

aster preparedness plan that would des-

ignate certain hospitals and providers 

to respond to a terrorist attack. These 

facilities would devise and implement 

chemical and biological weapons re-

sponse plans that conform to their re-

sponsibilities as a component of the 

State’s overall disaster response. To 

help defray these additional costs, the 

bill authorizes a new grant program ad-

ministered by HHS’ Office of Emer-

gency Preparedness to fund the imple-

mentation of biological and chemical 

attack preparedness strategies. 
This legislation compliments ongo-

ing efforts to enhance our public health 

capability to minimize casualties 

should a biological or chemical attack 

occur within our borders. Indeed, it is 

absolutely essential that every link in 

the health system chain, from the indi-

vidual provider to our Federal health 

agencies, has the tools it needs to 

carry out the tasks for which it is re-

sponsible in this new world. 
I thank my colleagues for the oppor-

tunity to join them today in this im-

portant endeavor and urge the Senate 

to take quick action to adopt this im-

portant legislation. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 
S. 1509. A bill to establish a grant 

program to enable rural police depart-

ments to gain access to the various 

crime-fighting, investigatory, and in-

formation-sharing resources available 

on the Internet, and for other purposes; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

am proud today to introduce the Net-

working Electronically To Connect Our 

Police Act of 2001, or the NET COP Act, 

which will help police departments in 

rural communities throughout the 

United States take advantage of the 

many crime-fighting and information- 

sharing resources available through 

the Internet. 
In the first decade of widespread use 

of the Internet, people everywhere have 

become accustomed to ready avail-

ability of a tremendous volume of use-

ful information available to anyone 

with a computer and access to the Web. 

Federal, State, and local law enforce-

ment agencies in this country have 

made extremely good use of this capa-

bility to share intelligence, to widen 

their investigatory nets, to find lost or 

abducted children, to locate deadbeat 

parents, to tap into centralized crimi-

nal databases, and to track and appre-

hend criminals with a speed they could 

not have dreamed of before using the 

Internet.
Unfortunately, as truly amazing as 

the law enforcement successes have 

been, the results could be better. Much 

as schools, libraries, local govern-

ments, and businesses in rural America 

have not always shared equally in the 

benefits of Internet access with their 

counterparts in urban and suburban 

areas, police departments serving some 
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smaller communities have been unable 

to participate in this revolutionary 

crime-fighting technology to the same 

degree enjoyed by big-city depart-

ments.
Of the many lessons this country 

learned so painfully because of the ter-

rorist attacks of September 11, perhaps 

the most painful is that information 

and intelligence that is not shared is 

information and intelligence wasted, 

often with tragic results. Crimes, in-

cluding acts of terrorism, might be pre-

vented if the right information finds 

its way to the appropriate law enforce-

ment officials. We are also sensitized 

to the fact that crime knows no bound-

aries. In the world today, criminal ac-

tivity is as great a concern for citizens 

and police officers in small towns as it 

is for those in large population centers. 

With our renewed national dedication 

to supplying law enforcement agencies 

with the tools they need to fight crime, 

we cannot doubt the necessity of ensur-

ing that police departments in rural 

communities, like their colleagues in 

cities, have access to Internet-based 

crime-fighting and information-sharing 

resources.
The NET COP Act does just this. This 

bill sets up a grant program, adminis-

tered by the United States Department 

of Justice, to enable rural police de-

partments without Internet access to 

purchase appropriate computer hard-

ware and software, or to pay for Inter-

net access, so that they can join the 

many thousands of federal, State, and 

local agencies already sharing informa-

tion and cooperating to track down and 

arrest criminals via such Internet- 

based services as DOJ’s Regional Infor-

mation Sharing Systems, RISS, and 

the FBI’s Law Enforcement On-Line, 

LEO, program. NET COP grants will be 

given directly to police chiefs, so that 

they can buy just what they need to 

hook into the growing network of web- 

based law enforcement tools. NET COP 

grants will also be available for com-

puter upgrades, if they are determined 

to be necessary. 
Some rural police department offi-

cials and officers have been able to af-

ford computer equipment, or to have 

their departments wired for the Inter-

net, and have paid for out of their own 

pockets. So, NET COP grants will also 

be made available for reimbursement 

to those police officers and officials 

who have taken it upon themselves to 

provide their departments with these 

essential tools. Criteria for this reim-

bursement will be set by the Attorney 

General.
Additionally, this bill will require 

the Attorney General to set up a Police 

Department Technology Assistance 

Desk, to answer questions from local 

police chiefs about necessary tech-

nologies, and to assist police officials 

and local governments in making ap-

propriate purchases from reputable 

dealers.

Finally, to gauge how effective the 

NET COP grant program is, the bill re-

quires the General Accounting Office 

to make an annual report to Congress 

comparing the concentration of the na-

tion’s ‘‘wired’’ police departments gen-

erally with the number of rural depart-

ments having Internet access. 
I believe the NET COP Act will serve 

as an extremely important crime-fight-

ing tool for rural America. As we en-

deavor to create a safer and more se-

cure United States, I recommend this 

legislation as a crucial component of a 

comprehensive response to crime. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 

Mr. LOTT, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 

HATCH, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. SHEL-

BY, and Mr. SARBANES):
S. 1510. A bill to deter and punish ter-

rorist acts in the United States and 

around the world, to enhance law en-

forcement investigatory tools, and for 

other purposes; read the first time. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the text of the 

bill be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

follows:

S. 1510 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-
TENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Uniting and Strengthening America 

Act’’ or the ‘‘USA Act of 2001’’. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Construction; severability. 

TITLE I—ENHANCING DOMESTIC 

SECURITY AGAINST TERRORISM 

Sec. 101. Counterterrorism fund. 
Sec. 102. Sense of Congress condemning dis-

crimination against Arab and 

Muslim Americans. 
Sec. 103. Increased funding for the technical 

support center at the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation. 
Sec. 104. Requests for military assistance to 

enforce prohibition in certain 

emergencies.
Sec. 105. Expansion of national electronic 

crime task force initiative. 
Sec. 106. Presidential authority. 

TITLE II—ENHANCED SURVEILLANCE 

PROCEDURES

Sec. 201. Authority to intercept wire, oral, 

and electronic communications 

relating to terrorism. 
Sec. 202. Authority to intercept wire, oral, 

and electronic communications 

relating to computer fraud and 

abuse offenses. 
Sec. 203. Authority to share criminal inves-

tigative information. 
Sec. 204. Clarification of intelligence excep-

tions from limitations on inter-

ception and disclosure of wire, 

oral, and electronic commu-

nications.
Sec. 205. Employment of translators by the 

Federal Bureau of Investiga-

tion.
Sec. 206. Roving surveillance authority 

under the Foreign Intelligence 

Surveillance Act of 1978. 

Sec. 207. Duration of FISA surveillance of 

non-United States persons who 

are agents of a foreign power. 

Sec. 208. Designation of judges. 

Sec. 209. Seizure of voice-mail messages pur-

suant to warrants. 

Sec. 210. Scope of subpoenas for records of 

electronic communications. 

Sec. 211. Clarification of scope. 

Sec. 212. Emergency disclosure of electronic 

communications to protect life 

and limb. 

Sec. 213. Authority for delaying notice of 

the execution of a warrant. 

Sec. 214. Pen register and trap and trace au-

thority under FISA. 

Sec. 215. Access to records and other items 

under the Foreign Intelligence 

Surveillance Act. 

Sec. 216. Modification of authorities relating 

to use of pen registers and trap 

and trace devices. 

Sec. 217. Interception of computer trespasser 

communications.

Sec. 218. Foreign intelligence information. 

Sec. 219. Single-jurisdiction search warrants 

for terrorism. 

Sec. 220. Nationwide service of search war-

rants for electronic evidence. 

Sec. 221. Trade sanctions. 

Sec. 222. Assistance to law enforcement 

agencies.

TITLE III—INTERNATIONAL MONEY 

LAUNDERING ABATEMENT AND ANTI- 

TERRORIST FINANCING ACT OF 2001 

Sec. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Findings and purposes. 

Sec. 303. 4-Year congressional review-expe-

dited consideration. 

SUBTITLE A—INTERNATIONAL COUNTER MONEY

LAUNDERING AND RELATED MEASURES

Sec. 311. Special measures for jurisdictions, 

financial institutions, or inter-

national transactions of pri-

mary money laundering con-

cern.

Sec. 312. Special due diligence for cor-

respondent accounts and pri-

vate banking accounts. 

Sec. 313. Prohibition on United States cor-

respondent accounts with for-

eign shell banks. 

Sec. 314. Cooperative efforts to deter money 

laundering.

Sec. 315. Inclusion of foreign corruption of-

fenses as money laundering 

crimes.

Sec. 316. Anti-terrorist forfeiture protection. 

Sec. 317. Long-arm jurisdiction over foreign 

money launderers. 

Sec. 318. Laundering money through a for-

eign bank. 

Sec. 319. Forfeiture of funds in United 

States interbank accounts. 

Sec. 320. Proceeds of foreign crimes. 

Sec. 321. Exclusion of aliens involved in 

money laundering. 

Sec. 322. Corporation represented by a fugi-

tive.

Sec. 323. Enforcement of foreign judgments. 

Sec. 324. Increase in civil and criminal pen-

alties for money laundering. 

Sec. 325. Report and recommendation. 

Sec. 326. Report on effectiveness. 

Sec. 327. Concentration accounts at finan-

cial institutions. 

SUBTITLE B—CURRENCY TRANSACTION RE-

PORTING AMENDMENTS AND RELATED IM-

PROVEMENTS

Sec. 331. Amendments relating to reporting 

of suspicious activities. 

Sec. 332. Anti-money laundering programs. 
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Sec. 333. Penalties for violations of geo-

graphic targeting orders and 

certain recordkeeping require-

ments, and lengthening effec-

tive period of geographic tar-

geting orders. 

Sec. 334. Anti-money laundering strategy. 

Sec. 335. Authorization to include suspicions 

of illegal activity in written 

employment references. 

Sec. 336. Bank Secrecy Act advisory group. 

Sec. 337. Agency reports on reconciling pen-

alty amounts. 

Sec. 338. Reporting of suspicious activities 

by securities brokers and deal-

ers.

Sec. 339. Special report on administration of 

Bank Secrecy provisions. 

Sec. 340. Bank Secrecy provisions and anti- 

terrorist activities of United 

States intelligence agencies. 

Sec. 341. Reporting of suspicious activities 

by hawala and other under-

ground banking systems. 

Sec. 342. Use of Authority of the United 

States Executive Directors. 

SUBTITLE D—CURRENCY CRIMES

Sec. 351. Bulk cash smuggling. 

SUBTITLE E—ANTICORRUPTION MEASURES

Sec. 361. Corruption of foreign governments 

and ruling elites. 

Sec. 362. Support for the financial action 

task force on money laun-

dering.

Sec. 363. Terrorist funding through money 

laundering.

TITLE IV—PROTECTING THE BORDER 

Subtitle A—Protecting the Northern Border 

Sec. 401. Ensuring adequate personnel on the 

northern border. 

Sec. 402. Northern border personnel. 

Sec. 403. Access by the Department of State 

and the INS to certain identi-

fying information in the crimi-

nal history records of visa ap-

plicants and applicants for ad-

mission to the United States. 

Sec. 404. Limited authority to pay overtime. 

Sec. 405. Report on the integrated auto-

mated fingerprint identifica-

tion system for points of entry 

and overseas consular posts. 

Subtitle B—Enhanced Immigration 

Provisions

Sec. 411. Definitions relating to terrorism. 

Sec. 412. Mandatory detention of suspected 

terrorists; habeas corpus; judi-

cial review. 

Sec. 413. Multilateral cooperation against 

terrorists.

TITLE V—REMOVING OBSTACLES TO 

INVESTIGATING TERRORISM 

Sec. 501. Professional Standards for Govern-

ment Attorneys Act of 2001. 

Sec. 502. Attorney General’s authority to 

pay rewards to combat ter-

rorism.

Sec. 503. Secretary of State’s authority to 

pay rewards. 

Sec. 504. DNA identification of terrorists 

and other violent offenders. 

Sec. 505. Coordination with law enforce-

ment.

Sec. 506. Miscellaneous national security au-

thorities.

Sec. 507. Extension of Secret Service juris-

diction.

Sec. 508. Disclosure of educational records. 

Sec. 509. Disclosure of information from 

NCES surveys. 

TITLE VI—PROVIDING FOR VICTIMS OF 

TERRORISM, PUBLIC SAFETY OFFI-

CERS, AND THEIR FAMILIES 

Subtitle A—Aid to Families of Public Safety 

Officers

Sec. 611. Expedited payment for public safe-

ty officers involved in the pre-

vention, investigation, rescue, 

or recovery efforts related to a 

terrorist attack. 
Sec. 612. Technical correction with respect 

to expedited payments for he-

roic public safety officers. 
Sec. 613. Public Safety Officers Benefit Pro-

gram payment increase. 
Sec. 614. Office of justice programs. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to the Victims of 

Crime Act of 1984 

Sec. 621. Crime Victims Fund. 

Sec. 622. Crime victim compensation. 

Sec. 623. Crime victim assistance. 

Sec. 624. Victims of terrorism. 

TITLE VII—INCREASED INFORMATION 

SHARING FOR CRITICAL INFRASTRUC-

TURE PROTECTION 

Sec. 711. Expansion of regional information 

sharing system to facilitate 

Federal-State-local law en-

forcement response related to 

terrorist attacks. 

TITLE VIII—STRENGTHENING THE 

CRIMINAL LAWS AGAINST TERRORISM 

Sec. 801. Terrorist attacks and other acts of 

violence against mass transpor-

tation systems. 

Sec. 802. Expansion of the biological weap-

ons statute. 

Sec. 803. Definition of domestic terrorism. 

Sec. 804. Prohibition against harboring ter-

rorists.

Sec. 805. Jurisdiction over crimes com-

mitted at U.S. facilities abroad. 

Sec. 806. Material support for terrorism. 

Sec. 807. Assets of terrorist organizations. 

Sec. 808. Technical clarification relating to 

provision of material support to 

terrorism.

Sec. 809. Definition of Federal crime of ter-

rorism.

Sec. 810. No statute of limitation for certain 

terrorism offenses. 

Sec. 811. Alternate maximum penalties for 

terrorism offenses. 

Sec. 812. Penalties for terrorist conspiracies. 

Sec. 813. Post-release supervision of terror-

ists.

Sec. 814. Inclusion of acts of terrorism as 

racketeering activity. 

Sec. 815. Deterrence and prevention of 

cyberterrorism.

Sec. 816. Additional defense to civil actions 

relating to preserving records 

in response to government re-

quests.

Sec. 817. Development and support of 

cybersecurity forensic capabili-

ties.

TITLE IX—IMPROVED INTELLIGENCE 

Sec. 901. Responsibilities of Director of Cen-

tral Intelligence regarding for-

eign intelligence collected 

under Foreign Intelligence Sur-

veillance Act of 1978. 

Sec. 902. Inclusion of international terrorist 

activities within scope of for-

eign intelligence under Na-

tional Security Act of 1947. 

Sec. 903. Sense of Congress on the establish-

ment and maintenance of intel-

ligence relationships to acquire 

information on terrorists and 

terrorist organizations. 

Sec. 904. Temporary authority to defer sub-

mittal to Congress of reports on 

intelligence and intelligence-re-

lated matters. 

Sec. 905. Disclosure to director of central in-

telligence of foreign intel-

ligence-related information 

with respect to criminal inves-

tigations.

Sec. 906. Foreign terrorist asset tracking 

center.

Sec. 907. National virtual translation center. 

Sec. 908. Training of government officials 

regarding identification and use 

of foreign intelligence. 

SEC. 2. CONSTRUCTION; SEVERABILITY. 
Any provision of this Act held to be invalid 

or unenforceable by its terms, or as applied 

to any person or circumstance, shall be con-

strued so as to give it the maximum effect 

permitted by law, unless such holding shall 

be one of utter invalidity or unenforce-

ability, in which event such provision shall 

be deemed severable from this Act and shall 

not affect the remainder thereof or the appli-

cation of such provision to other persons not 

similarly situated or to other, dissimilar cir-

cumstances.

TITLE I—ENHANCING DOMESTIC 
SECURITY AGAINST TERRORISM 

SEC. 101. COUNTERTERRORISM FUND. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT; AVAILABILITY.—There

is hereby established in the Treasury of the 

United States a separate fund to be known as 

the ‘‘Counterterrorism Fund’’, amounts in 

which shall remain available without fiscal 

year limitation— 

(1) to reimburse any Department of Justice 

component for any costs incurred in connec-

tion with— 

(A) reestablishing the operational capa-

bility of an office or facility that has been 

damaged or destroyed as the result of any 

domestic or international terrorism inci-

dent;

(B) providing support to counter, inves-

tigate, or prosecute domestic or inter-

national terrorism, including, without limi-

tation, paying rewards in connection with 

these activities; and 

(C) conducting terrorism threat assess-

ments of Federal agencies and their facili-

ties; and 

(2) to reimburse any department or agency 

of the Federal Government for any costs in-

curred in connection with detaining in for-

eign countries individuals accused of acts of 

terrorism that violate the laws of the United 

States.

(b) NO EFFECT ON PRIOR APPROPRIATIONS.—

Subsection (a) shall not be construed to af-

fect the amount or availability of any appro-

priation to the Counterterrorism Fund made 

before the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 102. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONDEMNING 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST ARAB 
AND MUSLIM AMERICANS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 

(1) Arab Americans, Muslim Americans, 

and Americans from South Asia play a vital 

role in our Nation and are entitled to noth-

ing less than the full rights of every Amer-

ican.

(2) The acts of violence that have been 

taken against Arab and Muslim Americans 

since the September 11, 2001, attacks against 

the United States should be and are con-

demned by all Americans who value freedom. 

(3) The concept of individual responsibility 

for wrongdoing is sacrosanct in American so-

ciety, and applies equally to all religious, ra-

cial, and ethnic groups. 
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(4) When American citizens commit acts of 

violence against those who are, or are per-

ceived to be, of Arab or Muslim descent, they 

should be punished to the full extent of the 

law.

(5) Muslim Americans have become so fear-

ful of harassment that many Muslim women 

are changing the way they dress to avoid be-

coming targets. 

(6) Many Arab Americans and Muslim 

Americans have acted heroically during the 

attacks on the United States, including Mo-

hammed Salman Hamdani, a 23-year-old New 

Yorker of Pakistani descent, who is believed 

to have gone to the World Trade Center to 

offer rescue assistance and is now missing. 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 

(1) the civil rights and civil liberties of all 

Americans, including Arab Americans, Mus-

lim Americans, and Americans from South 

Asia, must be protected, and that every ef-

fort must be taken to preserve their safety; 

(2) any acts of violence or discrimination 

against any Americans be condemned; and 

(3) the Nation is called upon to recognize 

the patriotism of fellow citizens from all 

ethnic, racial, and religious backgrounds. 

SEC. 103. INCREASED FUNDING FOR THE TECH-
NICAL SUPPORT CENTER AT THE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA-
TION.

There are authorized to be appropriated for 

the Technical Support Center established in 

section 811 of the Antiterrorism and Effec-

tive Death Penalty Act of 1996 (Public Law 

104–132) to help meet the demands for activi-

ties to combat terrorism and support and en-

hance the technical support and tactical op-

erations of the FBI, $200,000,000 for each of 

the fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004. 

SEC. 104. REQUESTS FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
TO ENFORCE PROHIBITION IN CER-
TAIN EMERGENCIES. 

Section 2332e of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2332c’’ and inserting 

‘‘2332a’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘chemical’’. 

SEC. 105. EXPANSION OF NATIONAL ELECTRONIC 
CRIME TASK FORCE INITIATIVE. 

The Director of the United States Secret 

Service shall take appropriate actions to de-

velop a national network of electronic crime 

task forces, based on the New York Elec-

tronic Crimes Task Force model, throughout 

the United States, for the purpose of pre-

venting, detecting, and investigating various 

forms of electronic crimes, including poten-

tial terrorist attacks against critical infra-

structure and financial payment systems. 

SEC. 106. PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY. 
Section 203 of the International Emergency 

Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) at the end of subparagraph (A) (flush to 

that subparagraph), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and 

inserting a comma and the following: 

‘‘by any person, or with respect to any prop-

erty, subject to the jurisdiction of the 

United States;’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘, block during the pend-

ency of an investigation’’ after ‘‘inves-

tigate’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘interest;’’ and inserting 

‘‘interest by any person, or with respect to 

any property, subject to the jurisdiction of 

the United States; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) when the United States is engaged in 

armed hostilities or has been attacked by a 

foreign country or foreign nationals, con-

fiscate any property, subject to the jurisdic-

tion of the United States, of any foreign per-

son, foreign organization, or foreign country 

that he determines has planned, authorized, 

aided, or engaged in such hostilities or at-

tacks against the United States; and all 

right, title, and interest in any property so 

confiscated shall vest, when, as, and upon 

the terms directed by the President, in such 

agency or person as the President may des-

ignate from time to time, and upon such 

terms and conditions as the President may 

prescribe, such interest or property shall be 

held, used, administered, liquidated, sold, or 

otherwise dealt with in the interest of and 

for the benefit of the United States, and such 

designated agency or person may perform 

any and all acts incident to the accomplish-

ment or furtherance of these purposes.’’; and 

(2) by inserting at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—In any judi-

cial review of a determination made under 

this section, if the determination was based 

on classified information (as defined in sec-

tion 1(a) of the Classified Information Proce-

dures Act) such information may be sub-

mitted to the reviewing court ex parte and in 

camera. This subsection does not confer or 

imply any right to judicial review.’’. 

TITLE II—ENHANCED SURVEILLANCE 
PROCEDURES

SEC. 201. AUTHORITY TO INTERCEPT WIRE, 
ORAL, AND ELECTRONIC COMMU-
NICATIONS RELATING TO TER-
RORISM.

Section 2516(1) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (p), as so re-

designated by section 434(2) of the 

Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 

Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–132; 110 Stat. 

1274), as paragraph (r); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (p), as so 

redesignated by section 201(3) of the Illegal 

Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-

sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 

104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–565), the following new 

paragraph:

‘‘(q) any criminal violation of section 229 

(relating to chemical weapons); or sections 

2332, 2332a, 2332b, 2332d, 2339A, or 2339B of this 

title (relating to terrorism); or’’. 

SEC. 202. AUTHORITY TO INTERCEPT WIRE, 
ORAL, AND ELECTRONIC COMMU-
NICATIONS RELATING TO COM-
PUTER FRAUD AND ABUSE OF-
FENSES.

Section 2516(1)(c) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and section 

1341 (relating to mail fraud),’’ and inserting 

‘‘section 1341 (relating to mail fraud), a fel-

ony violation of section 1030 (relating to 

computer fraud and abuse),’’. 

SEC. 203. AUTHORITY TO SHARE CRIMINAL IN-
VESTIGATIVE INFORMATION. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO SHARE GRAND JURY IN-

FORMATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Rule 6(e)(3)(C) of the Fed-

eral Rules of Criminal Procedure is amend-

ed—

(A) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 

end;

(B) in clause (iv), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(v) when the matters involve foreign in-

telligence or counterintelligence (as defined 

in section 3 of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a)), or foreign intelligence 

information (as defined in Rule 6(e)(3)(C)(ii)) 

to any other Federal law enforcement, intel-

ligence, protective, immigration, national 

defense, or national security official in order 

to assist the official receiving that informa-

tion in the performance of his official duties. 

Any Federal official who receives informa-

tion pursuant to clause (v) may use that in-

formation only as necessary in the conduct 

of that person’s official duties subject to any 

limitations on the unauthorized disclosure of 

such information.’’. 

(2) DEFINITION.—Rule 6(e)(3)(C) of the Fed-

eral Rules of Criminal Procedure, as amend-

ed by paragraph (1), is amended by— 

(A) inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(C)’’; 

(B) redesignating clauses (i) through (v) as 

subclauses (I) through (IV), respectively; and 

(C) inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(ii) In this subparagraph, the term ‘for-

eign intelligence information’ means— 

‘‘(I) information, whether or not con-

cerning a United States person, that relates 

to the ability of the United States to protect 

against—

‘‘(aa) actual or potential attack or other 

grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an 

agent of a foreign power; 

‘‘(bb) sabotage or international terrorism 

by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 

power; or 

‘‘(cc) clandestine intelligence activities by 

an intelligence service or network of a for-

eign power or by an agent of a foreign power; 

or

‘‘(II) information, whether or not con-

cerning a United States person, with respect 

to a foreign power or foreign territory that 

relates to— 

‘‘(aa) the national defense or the security 

of the United States; or 

‘‘(bb) the conduct of the foreign affairs of 

the United States.’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO SHARE ELECTRONIC, WIRE,

AND ORAL INTERCEPTION INFORMATION.—

(1) LAW ENFORCEMENT.—Section 2517 of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(6) Any investigative or law enforcement 

officer, or attorney for the Government, who 

by any means authorized by this chapter, has 

obtained knowledge of the contents of any 

wire, oral, or electronic communication, or 

evidence derived therefrom, may disclose 

such contents to any other Federal law en-

forcement, intelligence, protective, immi-

gration, national defense, or national secu-

rity official to the extent that such contents 

include foreign intelligence or counterintel-

ligence (as defined in section 3 of the Na-

tional Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a)), 

or foreign intelligence information (as de-

fined in subsection (19) of section 2510 of this 

title), to assist the official who is to receive 

that information in the performance of his 

official duties. Any Federal official who re-

ceives information pursuant to this provi-

sion may use that information only as nec-

essary in the conduct of that person’s official 

duties subject to any limitations on the un-

authorized disclosure of such information.’’. 

(2) DEFINITION.—Section 2510 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by— 

(A) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (18), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(19) ‘foreign intelligence information’ 

means—

‘‘(A) information, whether or not con-

cerning a United States person, that relates 

to the ability of the United States to protect 

against—

‘‘(i) actual or potential attack or other 

grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an 

agent of a foreign power; 

‘‘(ii) sabotage or international terrorism 

by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 

power; or 
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‘‘(iii) clandestine intelligence activities by 

an intelligence service or network of a for-

eign power or by an agent of a foreign power; 

or

‘‘(B) information, whether or not con-

cerning a United States person, with respect 

to a foreign power or foreign territory that 

relates to— 

‘‘(i) the national defense or the security of 

the United States; or 

‘‘(ii) the conduct of the foreign affairs of 

the United States.’’. 
(c) PROCEDURES.—The Attorney General 

shall establish procedures for the disclosure 
of information pursuant to section 2517(6) 
and Rule 6(e)(3)(C)(v) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure that identifies a United 
States person, as defined in section 101 of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1801)). 

(d) FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, it shall be lawful for 

foreign intelligence or counterintelligence 

(as defined section 3 of the National Security 

Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a)) or foreign intel-

ligence information obtained as part of a 

criminal investigation to be disclosed to any 

Federal law enforcement, intelligence, pro-

tective, immigration, national defense, or 

national security official in order to assist 

the official receiving that information in the 

performance of his official duties. Any Fed-

eral official who receives information pursu-

ant to this provision may use that informa-

tion only as necessary in the conduct of that 

person’s official duties subject to any limita-

tions on the unauthorized disclosure of such 

information.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 

term ‘‘foreign intelligence information’’ 

means—

(A) information, whether or not concerning 

a United States person, that relates to the 

ability of the United States to protect 

against—

(i) actual or potential attack or other 

grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an 

agent of a foreign power; 

(ii) sabotage or international terrorism by 

a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 

power; or 

(iii) clandestine intelligence activities by 

an intelligence service or network of a for-

eign power or by an agent of a foreign power; 

or

(B) information, whether or not concerning 

a United States person, with respect to a for-

eign power or foreign territory that relates 

to—

(i) the national defense or the security of 

the United States; or 

(ii) the conduct of the foreign affairs of the 

United States. 

SEC. 204. CLARIFICATION OF INTELLIGENCE EX-
CEPTIONS FROM LIMITATIONS ON 
INTERCEPTION AND DISCLOSURE 
OF WIRE, ORAL, AND ELECTRONIC 
COMMUNICATIONS.

Section 2511(2)(f) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘this chapter or chapter 

121’’ and inserting ‘‘this chapter or chapter 

121 or 206 of this title’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘wire and oral’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘wire, oral, and electronic’’. 

SEC. 205. EMPLOYMENT OF TRANSLATORS BY 
THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVES-
TIGATION.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation is authorized to 
expedite the employment of personnel as 
translators to support counterterrorism in-
vestigations and operations without regard 
to applicable Federal personnel requirements 
and limitations. 

(b) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS.—The Director 

of the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall 

establish such security requirements as are 

necessary for the personnel employed as 

translators under subsection (a). 
(c) REPORT.—The Attorney General shall 

report to the Committees on the Judiciary of 

the House of Representatives and the Senate 

on—

(1) the number of translators employed by 

the FBI and other components of the Depart-

ment of Justice; 

(2) any legal or practical impediments to 

using translators employed by other Federal, 

State, or local agencies, on a full, part-time, 

or shared basis; and 

(3) the needs of the FBI for specific trans-

lation services in certain languages, and rec-

ommendations for meeting those needs. 

SEC. 206. ROVING SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY 
UNDER THE FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978.

Section 105(c)(2)(B) of the Foreign Intel-

ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 

1805(c)(2)(B)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, or in 

circumstances where the Court finds that 

the actions of the target of the application 

may have the effect of thwarting the identi-

fication of a specified person, such other per-

sons,’’ after ‘‘specified person’’. 

SEC. 207. DURATION OF FISA SURVEILLANCE OF 
NON-UNITED STATES PERSONS WHO 
ARE AGENTS OF A FOREIGN POWER. 

(a) DURATION .—

(1) SURVEILLANCE.—Section 105(d)(1) of the 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 

(50 U.S.C. 1805(d)(1)) is amended by— 

(A) inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘except that’’; 

and

(B) inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and (B) an order under this Act for 

a surveillance targeted against an agent of a 

foreign power, as defined in section 101(b)(A) 

may be for the period specified in the appli-

cation or for 120 days, whichever is less’’. 

(2) PHYSICAL SEARCH.—Section 304(d)(1) of 

the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 

1978 (50 U.S.C. 1824(d)(1)) is amended by— 

(A) striking ‘‘forty-five’’ and inserting 

‘‘90’’;

(B) inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘except that’’; 

and

(C) inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and (B) an order under this section 

for a physical search targeted against an 

agent of a foreign power as defined in section 

101(b)(A) may be for the period specified in 

the application or for 120 days, whichever is 

less’’.

(b) EXTENSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 105(d)(2) of the 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 

(50 U.S.C. 1805(d)(2)) is amended by— 

(A) inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘except that’’; 

and

(B) inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and (B) an extension of an order 

under this Act for a surveillance targeted 

against an agent of a foreign power as de-

fined in section 101(b)(1)(A) may be for a pe-

riod not to exceed 1 year’’. 

(2) DEFINED TERM.—Section 304(d)(2) of the 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 

(50 U.S.C. 1824(d)(2) is amended by inserting 

after ‘‘not a United States person,’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘or against an agent of a foreign 

power as defined in section 101(b)(1)(A)’’. 

SEC. 208. DESIGNATION OF JUDGES. 
Section 103(a) of the Foreign Intelligence 

Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1803(a)) is 

amended by— 

(1) striking ‘‘seven district court judges’’ 

and inserting ‘‘11 district court judges’’; and 

(2) inserting ‘‘of whom no less than 3 shall 

reside within 20 miles of the District of Co-

lumbia’’ after ‘‘circuits’’. 

SEC. 209. SEIZURE OF VOICE-MAIL MESSAGES 
PURSUANT TO WARRANTS. 

Title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 2510— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking beginning 

with ‘‘and such’’ and all that follows through 

‘‘communication’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (14), by inserting ‘‘wire 

or’’ after ‘‘transmission of’’; and 

(2) in subsections (a) and (b) of section 

2703—

(A) by striking ‘‘CONTENTS OF ELECTRONIC’’

and inserting ‘‘CONTENTS OF WIRE OR ELEC-

TRONIC’’ each place it appears; 

(B) by striking ‘‘contents of an electronic’’ 

and inserting ‘‘contents of a wire or elec-

tronic’’ each place it appears; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘any electronic’’ and in-

serting ‘‘any wire or electronic’’ each place 

it appears. 

SEC. 210. SCOPE OF SUBPOENAS FOR RECORDS 
OF ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS. 

Section 2703(c)(2) of title 18, United States 

Code, as redesignated by section 212, is 

amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘entity the name, address, 

local and long distance telephone toll billing 

records, telephone number or other sub-

scriber number or identity, and length of 

service of the subscriber’’ and inserting the 

following: ‘‘entity the— 

‘‘(A) name; 

‘‘(B) address; 

‘‘(C) local and long distance telephone con-

nection records, or records of session times 

and durations; 

‘‘(D) length of service (including start 

date) and types of service utilized; 

‘‘(E) telephone or instrument number or 

other subscriber number or identity, includ-

ing any temporarily assigned network ad-

dress; and 

‘‘(F) means and source of payment (includ-

ing any credit card or bank account num-

ber),

of a subscriber’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘and the types of services 

the subscriber or customer utilized,’’. 

SEC. 211. CLARIFICATION OF SCOPE. 
Section 631 of the Communications Act of 

1934 (47 U.S.C. 551) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting’’; or’’; and 

(C) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(D) authorized under chapters 119, 121, or 

206 of title 18, United States Code, except 

that such disclosure shall not include 

records revealing customer cable television 

viewing activity.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (h) by striking ‘‘A govern-

mental entity’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as pro-

vided in subsection (c)(2)(D), a governmental 

entity’’.

SEC. 212. EMERGENCY DISCLOSURE OF ELEC-
TRONIC COMMUNICATIONS TO PRO-
TECT LIFE AND LIMB. 

(a) DISCLOSURE OF CONTENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2702 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking the section heading and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘§ 2702. Voluntary disclosure of customer 
communications or records’’; 
(B) in subsection (a)— 

(i) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
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(iii) by inserting after paragraph (2) the 

following:

‘‘(3) a provider of remote computing serv-

ice or electronic communication service to 

the public shall not knowingly divulge a 

record or other information pertaining to a 

subscriber to or customer of such service 

(not including the contents of communica-

tions covered by paragraph (1) or (2)) to any 

governmental entity.’’; 

(C) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘EXCEP-

TIONS.—A person or entity’’ and inserting 

‘‘EXCEPTIONS FOR DISCLOSURE OF COMMUNICA-

TIONS.— A provider described in subsection 

(a)’’;

(D) in subsection (b)(6)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking 

‘‘or’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iii) by adding after subparagraph (B) the 

following:

‘‘(C) if the provider reasonably believes 

that an emergency involving immediate dan-

ger of death or serious physical injury to any 

person requires disclosure of the information 

without delay.’’; and 

(E) by inserting after subsection (b) the 

following:

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS FOR DISCLOSURE OF CUS-

TOMER RECORDS.—A provider described in 

subsection (a) may divulge a record or other 

information pertaining to a subscriber to or 

customer of such service (not including the 

contents of communications covered by sub-

section (a)(1) or (a)(2))— 

‘‘(1) as otherwise authorized in section 

2703;

‘‘(2) with the lawful consent of the cus-

tomer or subscriber; 

‘‘(3) as may be necessarily incident to the 

rendition of the service or to the protection 

of the rights or property of the provider of 

that service; 

‘‘(4) to a governmental entity, if the pro-

vider reasonably believes that an emergency 

involving immediate danger of death or seri-

ous physical injury to any person justifies 

disclosure of the information; or 

‘‘(5) to any person other than a govern-

mental entity.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 121 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

striking the item relating to section 2702 and 

inserting the following: 

‘‘2702. Voluntary disclosure of customer com-

munications or records.’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR GOVERNMENT AC-

CESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2703 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking the section heading and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘§ 2703. Required disclosure of customer com-
munications or records’’; 
(B) in subsection (c) by redesignating para-

graph (2) as paragraph (3); 

(C) in subsection (c)(1)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘(A) Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a provider of electronic 

communication service or remote computing 

service may’’ and inserting ‘‘A governmental 

entity may require a provider of electronic 

communication service or remote computing 

service to’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘covered by subsection (a) 

or (b) of this section) to any person other 

than a governmental entity. 

‘‘(B) A provider of electronic communica-

tion service or remote computing service 

shall disclose a record or other information 

pertaining to a subscriber to or customer of 

such service (not including the contents of 

communications covered by subsection (a) or 

(b) of this section) to a governmental entity’’ 

and inserting ‘‘)’’; 

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

paragraph (2); 

(iv) by redesignating clauses (i), (ii), (iii), 

and (iv) as subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and 

(D), respectively; 

(v) in subparagraph (D) (as redesignated) 

by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; or’’; 

and

(vi) by inserting after subparagraph (D) (as 

redesignated) the following: 

‘‘(E) seeks information under paragraph 

(2).’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (2) (as redesignated) by 

striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’ and insert 

‘‘paragraph (1)’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 121 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

striking the item relating to section 2703 and 

inserting the following: 

‘‘2703. Required disclosure of customer com-

munications or records.’’. 

SEC. 213. AUTHORITY FOR DELAYING NOTICE OF 
THE EXECUTION OF A WARRANT. 

Section 3103a of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 

‘‘In addition’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) DELAY.—With respect to the issuance 

of any warrant or court order under this sec-

tion, or any other rule of law, to search for 

and seize any property or material that con-

stitutes evidence of a criminal offense in vio-

lation of the laws of the United States, any 

notice required, or that may be required, to 

be given may be delayed if— 

‘‘(1) the court finds reasonable cause to be-

lieve that providing immediate notification 

of the execution of the warrant may have an 

adverse result (as defined in section 2705); 

‘‘(2) the warrant prohibits the seizure of 

any tangible property, any wire or electronic 

communication (as defined in section 2510), 

or, except as expressly provided in chapter 

121, any stored wire or electronic informa-

tion, except where the court finds reasonable 

necessity for the seizure; and 

‘‘(3) the warrant provides for the giving of 

such notice within a reasonable period of its 

execution, which period may thereafter be 

extended by the court for good cause 

shown.’’.

SEC. 214. PEN REGISTER AND TRAP AND TRACE 
AUTHORITY UNDER FISA. 

(a) APPLICATIONS AND ORDERS.—Section 402 

of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 

of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1842) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘for any 

investigation to gather foreign intelligence 

information or information concerning 

international terrorism’’ and inserting ‘‘for 

any investigation to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such inves-

tigation of a United States person is not con-

ducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution’’;

(2) by amending subsection (c)(2) to read as 

follows:

‘‘(2) a certification by the applicant that 

the information likely to be obtained is rel-

evant to an ongoing investigation to protect 

against international terrorism or clandes-

tine intelligence activities, provided that 

such investigation of a United States person 

is not conducted solely upon the basis of ac-

tivities protected by the first amendment to 

the Constitution.’’; 

(3) by striking subsection (c)(3); and 

(4) by amending subsection (d)(2)(A) to 

read as follows: 

‘‘(A) shall specify— 

‘‘(i) the identity, if known, of the person 

who is the subject of the investigation; 

‘‘(ii) the identity, if known, of the person 

to whom is leased or in whose name is listed 

the telephone line or other facility to which 

the pen register or trap and trace device is to 

be attached or applied; 

‘‘(iii) the attributes of the communications 

to which the order applies, such as the num-

ber or other identifier, and, if known, the lo-

cation of the telephone line or other facility 

to which the pen register or trap and trace 

device is to be attached or applied and, in 

the case of a trap and trace device, the geo-

graphic limits of the trap and trace order.’’. 
(b) AUTHORIZATION DURING EMERGENCIES.—

Section 403 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-

veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1843) is 

amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘foreign 

intelligence information or information con-

cerning international terrorism’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘information to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such inves-

tigation of a United States person is not con-

ducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘foreign 

intelligence information or information con-

cerning international terrorism’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘information to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such inves-

tigation of a United States person is not con-

ducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution’’.

SEC. 215. ACCESS TO RECORDS AND OTHER 
ITEMS UNDER THE FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT. 

Title V of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-

lance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1861 et seq.) is 

amended by striking sections 501 through 503 

and inserting the following: 

‘‘SEC. 501. ACCESS TO CERTAIN BUSINESS 
RECORDS FOR FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE AND INTERNATIONAL TER-
RORISM INVESTIGATIONS. 

‘‘(a)(1) The Director of the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation or a designee of the Director 

(whose rank shall be no lower than Assistant 

Special Agent in Charge) may make an ap-

plication for an order requiring the produc-

tion of any tangible things (including books, 

records, papers, documents, and other items) 

for an investigation to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such inves-

tigation of a United States person is not con-

ducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution.
‘‘(2) An investigation conducted under this 

section shall— 

‘‘(A) be conducted under guidelines ap-

proved by the Attorney General under Exec-

utive Order 12333 (or a successor order); and 

‘‘(B) not be conducted of a United States 

person solely upon the basis of activities pro-

tected by the first amendment to the Con-

stitution of the United States. 
‘‘(b) Each application under this section— 

‘‘(1) shall be made to— 

‘‘(A) a judge of the court established by 

section 103(a); or 

‘‘(B) a United States Magistrate Judge 

under chapter 43 of title 28, United States 

Code, who is publicly designated by the Chief 

Justice of the United States to have the 
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power to hear applications and grant orders 

for the production of tangible things under 

this section on behalf of a judge of that 

court; and 

‘‘(2) shall specify that the records con-

cerned are sought for an authorized inves-

tigation conducted in accordance with sub-

section (a)(2) to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities. 
‘‘(c)(1) Upon an application made pursuant 

to this section, the judge shall enter an ex 

parte order as requested, or as modified, ap-

proving the release of records if the judge 

finds that the application meets the require-

ments of this section. 
‘‘(2) An order under this subsection shall 

not disclose that it is issued for purposes of 

an investigation described in subsection (a). 
‘‘(d) No person shall disclose to any other 

person (other than those persons necessary 

to produce the tangible things under this 

section) that the Federal Bureau of Inves-

tigation has sought or obtained tangible 

things under this section. 
‘‘(e) A person who, in good faith, produces 

tangible things under an order pursuant to 

this section shall not be liable to any other 

person for such production. Such production 

shall not be deemed to constitute a waiver of 

any privilege in any other proceeding or con-

text.

‘‘SEC. 502. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT. 
‘‘(a) On a semiannual basis, the Attorney 

General shall fully inform the Permanent 

Select Committee on Intelligence of the 

House of Representatives and the Select 

Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 

concerning all requests for the production of 

tangible things under section 402. 
‘‘(b) On a semiannual basis, the Attorney 

General shall provide to the Committees on 

the Judiciary of the House of Representa-

tives and the Senate a report setting forth 

with respect to the preceding 6-month pe-

riod—

‘‘(1) the total number of applications made 

for orders approving requests for the produc-

tion of tangible things under section 402; and 

‘‘(2) the total number of such orders either 

granted, modified, or denied.’’. 

SEC. 216. MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITIES RE-
LATING TO USE OF PEN REGISTERS 
AND TRAP AND TRACE DEVICES. 

(a) GENERAL LIMITATIONS.—Section 3121(c) 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘or trap and trace device’’ 

after ‘‘pen register’’; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, routing, addressing,’’ 

after ‘‘dialing’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘call processing’’ and in-

serting ‘‘the processing and transmitting of 

wire or electronic communications so as not 

to include the contents of any wire or elec-

tronic communications’’. 

(b) ISSUANCE OF ORDERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3123(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 

follows:

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘‘(1) ATTORNEY FOR THE GOVERNMENT.—

Upon an application made under section 

3122(a)(1), the court shall enter an ex parte 

order authorizing the installation and use of 

a pen register or trap and trace device any-

where within the United States, if the court 

finds that the attorney for the Government 

has certified to the court that the informa-

tion likely to be obtained by such installa-

tion and use is relevant to an ongoing crimi-

nal investigation. The order, upon service of 

that order, shall apply to any person or enti-

ty providing wire or electronic communica-

tion service in the United States whose as-

sistance may facilitate the execution of the 

order. Whenever such an order is served on 

any person or entity not specifically named 

in the order, upon request of such person or 

entity, the attorney for the Government or 

law enforcement or investigative officer that 

is serving the order shall provide written or 

electronic certification that the order ap-

plies to the person or entity being served. 

‘‘(2) STATE INVESTIGATIVE OR LAW ENFORCE-

MENT OFFICER.—Upon an application made 

under section 3122(a)(2), the court shall enter 

an ex parte order authorizing the installa-

tion and use of a pen register or trap and 

trace device within the jurisdiction of the 

court, if the court finds that the State law 

enforcement or investigative officer has cer-

tified to the court that the information like-

ly to be obtained by such installation and 

use is relevant to an ongoing criminal inves-

tigation.’’.

(2) CONTENTS OF ORDER.—Section 3123(b)(1) 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘or other facility’’ after 

‘‘telephone line’’; and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon at 

the end ‘‘or applied’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘(C) the attributes of the communications 

to which the order applies, including the 

number or other identifier and, if known, the 

location of the telephone line or other facil-

ity to which the pen register or trap and 

trace device is to be attached or applied, and, 

in the case of an order authorizing installa-

tion and use of a trap and trace device under 

subsection (a)(2), the geographic limits of 

the order; and’’. 

(3) NONDISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.—Section

3123(d)(2) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or other facility’’ after 

‘‘the line’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘, or who has been ordered 

by the court’’ and inserting ‘‘or applied, or 

who is obligated by the order’’. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) COURT OF COMPETENT JURISDICTION.—

Section 3127(2) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by striking subparagraph 

(A) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) any district court of the United 

States (including a magistrate judge of such 

a court) or any United States court of ap-

peals having jurisdiction over the offense 

being investigated; or’’. 

(2) PEN REGISTER.—Section 3127(3) of title 

18, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘electronic or other im-

pulses’’ and all that follows through ‘‘is at-

tached’’ and inserting ‘‘dialing, routing, ad-

dressing, or signaling information trans-

mitted by an instrument or facility from 

which a wire or electronic communication is 

transmitted, provided, however, that such 

information shall not include the contents of 

any communication’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or process’’ after ‘‘de-

vice’’ each place it appears. 

(3) TRAP AND TRACE DEVICE.—Section

3127(4) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘of an instrument’’ and all 

that follows through the semicolon and in-

serting ‘‘or other dialing, routing, address-

ing, and signaling information reasonably 

likely to identify the source of a wire or 

electronic communication, provided, how-

ever, that such information shall not include 

the contents of any communication;’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or process’’ after ‘‘a de-

vice’’.

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

3127(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, and ‘contents’ ’’ after 

‘‘electronic communication service’’. 

(5) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 3124(d) 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

striking ‘‘the terms of’’. 

SEC. 217. INTERCEPTION OF COMPUTER TRES-
PASSER COMMUNICATIONS. 

Chapter 119 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 

(1) in section 2510— 

(A) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 

(B) in paragraph (18), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (18) the 

following:

‘‘(19) ‘protected computer’ has the meaning 

set forth in section 1030; and 

‘‘(20) ‘computer trespasser’— 

‘‘(A) means a person who accesses a pro-

tected computer without authorization and 

thus has no reasonable expectation of pri-

vacy in any communication transmitted to, 

through, or from the protected computer; 

and

‘‘(B) does not include a person known by 

the owner or operator of the protected com-

puter to have an existing contractual rela-

tionship with the owner or operator of the 

protected computer for access to all or part 

of the protected computer.’’; and 

(2) in section 2511(2), by inserting at the 

end the following: 

‘‘(i) It shall not be unlawful under this 

chapter for a person acting under color of 

law to intercept the wire or electronic com-

munications of a computer trespasser, if— 

‘‘(i) the owner or operator of the protected 

computer authorizes the interception of the 

computer trespasser’s communications on 

the protected computer; 

‘‘(ii) the person acting under color of law is 

lawfully engaged in an investigation; 

‘‘(iii) the person acting under color of law 

has reasonable grounds to believe that the 

contents of the computer trespasser’s com-

munications will be relevant to the inves-

tigation; and 

‘‘(iv) such interception does not acquire 

communications other than those trans-

mitted to or from the computer trespasser.’’. 

SEC. 218. FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE INFORMA-
TION.

Sections 104(a)(7)(B) and section 

303(a)(7)(B) (50 U.S.C. 1804(a)(7)(B) and 

1823(a)(7)(B)) of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-

veillance Act of 1978 are each amended by 

striking ‘‘the purpose’’ and inserting ‘‘a sig-

nificant purpose’’. 

SEC. 219. SINGLE-JURISDICTION SEARCH WAR-
RANTS FOR TERRORISM. 

Rule 41(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 

Procedure is amended by inserting after ‘‘ex-

ecuted’’ the following: ‘‘and (3) in an inves-

tigation of domestic terrorism or inter-

national terrorism (as defined in section 2331 

of title 18, United States Code), by a Federal 

magistrate judge in any district in which ac-

tivities related to the terrorism may have 

occurred, for a search of property or for a 

person within or outside the district’’. 

SEC. 220. NATIONWIDE SERVICE OF SEARCH WAR-
RANTS FOR ELECTRONIC EVIDENCE. 

Chapter 121 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 

(1) in section 2703, by striking ‘‘under the 

Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure’’ every 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘using the 

procedures described in the Federal Rules of 
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Criminal Procedure by a court with jurisdic-

tion over the offense under investigation’’; 

and

(2) in section 2711— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) the term ‘court of competent jurisdic-

tion’ has the meaning assigned by section 

3127, and includes any Federal court within 

that definition, without geographic limita-

tion.’’.

SEC. 221. TRADE SANCTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Trade Sanctions Re-

form and Export Enhancement Act of 2000 

(Public Law 106–387; 114 Stat. 1549A–67) is 

amended—

(1) by amending section 904(2)(C) to read as 

follows:

‘‘(C) used to facilitate the design, develop-

ment, or production of chemical or biologi-

cal weapons, missiles, or weapons of mass de-

struction.’’;

(2) in section 906(a)(1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘, the Taliban or the terri-

tory of Afghanistan controlled by the 

Taliban,’’ after ‘‘Cuba’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, or in the territory of Af-

ghanistan controlled by the Taliban,’’ after 

‘‘within such country’’; and 

(3) in section 906(a)(2), by inserting ‘‘, or to 

any other entity in Syria or North Korea’’ 

after ‘‘Korea’’. 
(b) APPLICATION OF THE TRADE SANCTIONS

REFORM AND EXPORT ENHANCEMENT ACT.—

Nothing in the Trade Sanctions Reform and 

Export Enhancement Act of 2000 shall limit 

the application or scope of any law estab-

lishing criminal or civil penalties, including 

any executive order or regulation promul-

gated pursuant to such laws (or similar or 

successor laws), for the unlawful export of 

any agricultural commodity, medicine, or 

medical device to— 

(1) a foreign organization, group, or person 

designated pursuant to Executive Order 12947 

of June 25, 1995; 

(2) a Foreign Terrorist Organization pursu-

ant to the Antiterrorism and Effective Death 

Penalty Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–132); 

(3) a foreign organization, group, or person 

designated pursuant to Executive Order 13224 

(September 23, 2001); 

(4) any narcotics trafficking entity des-

ignated pursuant to Executive Order 12978 

(October 21, 1995) or the Foreign Narcotics 

Kingpin Designation Act (Public Law 106– 

120); or 

(5) any foreign organization, group, or per-

sons subject to any restriction for its in-

volvement in weapons of mass destruction or 

missile proliferation. 

SEC. 222. ASSISTANCE TO LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES.

Nothing in this Act shall impose any addi-

tional technical obligation or requirement 

on a provider of wire or electronic commu-

nication service or other person to furnish 

facilities or technical assistance. A provider 

of a wire or electronic communication serv-

ice, landlord, custodian, or other person who 

furnishes facilities or technical assistance 

pursuant to section 216 shall be reasonably 

compensated for such reasonable expendi-

tures incurred in providing such facilities or 

assistance.

TITLE III—INTERNATIONAL MONEY LAUN-
DERING ABATEMENT AND ANTI-TER-
RORIST FINANCING ACT OF 2001. 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-

national Money Laundering Abatement and 

Anti-Terrorist Financing Act of 2001’’. 

SEC. 302. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) money laundering, estimated by the 

International Monetary Fund to amount to 

between 2 and 5 percent of global gross do-

mestic product, which is at least 

$600,000,000,000 annually, provides the finan-

cial fuel that permits transnational criminal 

enterprises to conduct and expand their op-

erations to the detriment of the safety and 

security of American citizens; 

(2) money laundering, and the defects in fi-

nancial transparency on which money 

launderers rely, are critical to the financing 

of global terrorism and the provision of 

funds for terrorist attacks; 

(3) money launderers subvert legitimate fi-

nancial mechanisms and banking relation-

ships by using them as protective covering 

for the movement of criminal proceeds and 

the financing of crime and terrorism, and, by 

so doing, can threaten the safety of United 

States citizens and undermine the integrity 

of United States financial institutions and of 

the global financial and trading systems 

upon which prosperity and growth depend; 

(4) certain jurisdictions outside of the 

United States that offer ‘‘offshore’’ banking 

and related facilities designed to provide an-

onymity, coupled with special tax advan-

tages and weak financial supervisory and en-

forcement regimes, provide essential tools to 

disguise ownership and movement of crimi-

nal funds, derived from, or used to commit, 

offenses ranging from narcotics trafficking, 

terrorism, arms smuggling, and trafficking 

in human beings, to financial frauds that 

prey on law-abiding citizens; 

(5) transactions involving such offshore ju-

risdictions make it difficult for law enforce-

ment officials and regulators to follow the 

trail of money earned by criminals, orga-

nized international criminal enterprises, and 

global terrorist organizations; 

(6) correspondent banking facilities are one 

of the banking mechanisms susceptible in 

some circumstances to manipulation by for-

eign banks to permit the laundering of funds 

by hiding the identity of real parties in in-

terest to financial transactions; 

(7) private banking services can be suscep-

tible to manipulation by money launderers, 

for example corrupt foreign government offi-

cials, particularly if those services include 

the creation of offshore accounts and facili-

ties for large personal funds transfers to 

channel funds into accounts around the 

globe;

(8) United States anti-money laundering 

efforts are impeded by outmoded and inad-

equate statutory provisions that make inves-

tigations, prosecutions, and forfeitures more 

difficult, particularly in cases in which 

money laundering involves foreign persons, 

foreign banks, or foreign countries; 

(9) the ability to mount effective counter- 

measures to international money launderers 

requires national, as well as bilateral and 

multilateral action, using tools specially de-

signed for that effort; and 

(10) the Basle Committee on Banking Reg-

ulation and Supervisory Practices and the 

Financial Action Task Force on Money 

Laundering, of both of which the United 

States is a member, have each adopted inter-

national anti-money laundering principles 

and recommendations. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title 

are—

(1) to increase the strength of United 

States measures to prevent, detect, and pros-

ecute international money laundering and 

the financing of terrorism; 

(2) to ensure that— 

(A) banking transactions and financial re-

lationships and the conduct of such trans-

actions and relationships, do not contravene 

the purposes of subchapter II of chapter 53 of 

title 31, United States Code, section 21 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act, or chapter 2 

of title I of Public Law 91–508 (84 Stat. 1116), 

or facilitate the evasion of any such provi-

sion; and 

(B) the purposes of such provisions of law 

continue to be fulfilled, and that such provi-

sions of law are effectively and efficiently 

administered;

(3) to strengthen the provisions put into 

place by the Money Laundering Control Act 

of 1986 (18 U.S.C. 981 note), especially with 

respect to crimes by non-United States na-

tionals and foreign financial institutions; 

(4) to provide a clear national mandate for 

subjecting to special scrutiny those foreign 

jurisdictions, financial institutions oper-

ating outside of the United States, and class-

es of international transactions that pose 

particular, identifiable opportunities for 

criminal abuse; 

(5) to provide the Secretary of the Treas-

ury (in this title referred to as the ‘‘Sec-

retary’’) with broad discretion, subject to 

the safeguards provided by the Administra-

tive Procedures Act under title 5, United 

States Code, to take measures tailored to 

the particular money laundering problems 

presented by specific foreign jurisdictions, fi-

nancial institutions operating outside of the 

United States, and classes of international 

transactions;

(6) to ensure that the employment of such 

measures by the Secretary permits appro-

priate opportunity for comment by affected 

financial institutions; 

(7) to provide guidance to domestic finan-

cial institutions on particular foreign juris-

dictions, financial institutions operating 

outside of the United States, and classes of 

international transactions that are of pri-

mary money laundering concern to the 

United States Government; 

(8) to ensure that the forfeiture of any as-

sets in connection with the anti-terrorist ef-

forts of the United States permits for ade-

quate challenge consistent with providing 

due process rights; 

(9) to clarify the terms of the safe harbor 

from civil liability for filing suspicious ac-

tivity reports; 

(10) to strengthen the authority of the Sec-

retary to issue and administer geographic 

targeting orders, and to clarify that viola-

tions of such orders or any other require-

ment imposed under the authority contained 

in chapter 2 of title I of Public Law 91–508 

and subchapters II and III of chapter 53 of 

title 31, United States Code, may result in 

criminal and civil penalties; 

(11) to ensure that all appropriate elements 

of the financial services industry are subject 

to appropriate requirements to report poten-

tial money laundering transactions to proper 

authorities, and that jurisdictional disputes 

do not hinder examination of compliance by 

financial institutions with relevant report-

ing requirements; 

(12) to fix responsibility for high level co-

ordination of the anti-money laundering ef-

forts of the Department of the Treasury; 

(13) to strengthen the ability of financial 

institutions to maintain the integrity of 

their employee population; and 

(14) to strengthen measures to prevent the 

use of the United States financial system for 

personal gain by corrupt foreign officials and 

to facilitate the repatriation of any stolen 

assets to the citizens of countries to whom 

such assets belong. 
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SEC. 303. 4-YEAR CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW-EXPE-

DITED CONSIDERATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on and after the 

first day of fiscal year 2005, the provisions of 
this title and the amendments made by this 
title shall terminate if the Congress enacts a 
joint resolution, the text after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That provi-
sions of the International Money Laundering 
Abatement and Anti-Terrorist Financing Act 
of 2001, and the amendments made thereby, 
shall no longer have the force of law.’’. 

(b) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—Any joint 
resolution submitted pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be considered in the Senate in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 601(b) 
of the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Control Act of 1976. For the purpose of 
expediting the consideration and enactment 
of a joint resolution under this section, a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
any such joint resolution after it has been 
reported by the appropriate committee, shall 
be treated as highly privileged in the House 
of Representatives. 

Subtitle A—International Counter Money 
Laundering and Related Measures 

SEC. 311. SPECIAL MEASURES FOR JURISDIC-
TIONS, FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, 
OR INTERNATIONAL TRANSACTIONS 
OF PRIMARY MONEY LAUNDERING 
CONCERN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
53 of title 31, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting after section 5318 the following 
new section: 

‘‘SEC. 5318A. SPECIAL MEASURES FOR JURISDIC-
TIONS, FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, 
OR INTERNATIONAL TRANSACTIONS 
OF PRIMARY MONEY LAUNDERING 
CONCERN.

‘‘(a) INTERNATIONAL COUNTER-MONEY LAUN-
DERING REQUIREMENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-

quire domestic financial institutions and do-

mestic financial agencies to take 1 or more 

of the special measures described in sub-

section (b) if the Secretary finds that reason-

able grounds exist for concluding that a ju-

risdiction outside of the United States, 1 or 

more financial institutions operating outside 

of the United States, 1 or more classes of 

transactions within, or involving, a jurisdic-

tion outside of the United States, or 1 or 

more types of accounts is of primary money 

laundering concern, in accordance with sub-

section (c). 

‘‘(2) FORM OF REQUIREMENT.—The special 

measures described in— 

‘‘(A) subsection (b) may be imposed in such 

sequence or combination as the Secretary 

shall determine; 

‘‘(B) paragraphs (1) through (4) of sub-

section (b) may be imposed by regulation, 

order, or otherwise as permitted by law; and 

‘‘(C) subsection (b)(5) may be imposed only 

by regulation. 

‘‘(3) DURATION OF ORDERS; RULEMAKING.—

Any order by which a special measure de-

scribed in paragraphs (1) through (4) of sub-

section (b) is imposed (other than an order 

described in section 5326)— 

‘‘(A) shall be issued together with a notice 

of proposed rulemaking relating to the impo-

sition of such special measure; and 

‘‘(B) may not remain in effect for more 

than 120 days, except pursuant to a rule pro-

mulgated on or before the end of the 120-day 

period beginning on the date of issuance of 

such order. 

‘‘(4) PROCESS FOR SELECTING SPECIAL MEAS-

URES.—In selecting which special measure or 

measures to take under this subsection, the 

Secretary—

‘‘(A) shall consult with the Chairman of 

the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-

serve System, any other appropriate Federal 

banking agency, as defined in section 3 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act, the Securi-

ties and Exchange Commission, the National 

Credit Union Administration Board, and in 

the sole discretion of the Secretary such 

other agencies and interested parties as the 

Secretary may find to be appropriate; and 

‘‘(B) shall consider— 

‘‘(i) whether similar action has been or is 

being taken by other nations or multilateral 

groups;

‘‘(ii) whether the imposition of any par-

ticular special measure would create a sig-

nificant competitive disadvantage, including 

any undue cost or burden associated with 

compliance, for financial institutions orga-

nized or licensed in the United States; and 

‘‘(iii) the extent to which the action or the 

timing of the action would have a significant 

adverse systemic impact on the inter-

national payment, clearance, and settlement 

system, or on legitimate business activities 

involving the particular jurisdiction, institu-

tion, or class of transactions. 

‘‘(5) NO LIMITATION ON OTHER AUTHORITY.—

This section shall not be construed as super-

seding or otherwise restricting any other au-

thority granted to the Secretary, or to any 

other agency, by this subchapter or other-

wise.

‘‘(b) SPECIAL MEASURES.—The special 

measures referred to in subsection (a), with 

respect to a jurisdiction outside of the 

United States, financial institution oper-

ating outside of the United States, class of 

transaction within, or involving, a jurisdic-

tion outside of the United States, or 1 or 

more types of accounts are as follows: 

‘‘(1) RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING OF CER-

TAIN FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-

quire any domestic financial institution or 

domestic financial agency to maintain 

records, file reports, or both, concerning the 

aggregate amount of transactions, or con-

cerning each transaction, with respect to a 

jurisdiction outside of the United States, 1 

or more financial institutions operating out-

side of the United States, 1 or more classes 

of transactions within, or involving, a juris-

diction outside of the United States, or 1 or 

more types of accounts if the Secretary finds 

any such jurisdiction, institution, or class of 

transactions to be of primary money laun-

dering concern. 

‘‘(B) FORM OF RECORDS AND REPORTS.—Such

records and reports shall be made and re-

tained at such time, in such manner, and for 

such period of time, as the Secretary shall 

determine, and shall include such informa-

tion as the Secretary may determine, includ-

ing—

‘‘(i) the identity and address of the partici-

pants in a transaction or relationship, in-

cluding the identity of the originator of any 

funds transfer; 

‘‘(ii) the legal capacity in which a partici-

pant in any transaction is acting; 

‘‘(iii) the identity of the beneficial owner 

of the funds involved in any transaction, in 

accordance with such procedures as the Sec-

retary determines to be reasonable and prac-

ticable to obtain and retain the information; 

and

‘‘(iv) a description of any transaction. 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION RELATING TO BENEFICIAL

OWNERSHIP.—In addition to any other re-

quirement under any other provision of law, 

the Secretary may require any domestic fi-

nancial institution or domestic financial 

agency to take such steps as the Secretary 

may determine to be reasonable and prac-

ticable to obtain and retain information con-

cerning the beneficial ownership of any ac-

count opened or maintained in the United 

States by a foreign person (other than a for-

eign entity whose shares are subject to pub-

lic reporting requirements or are listed and 

traded on a regulated exchange or trading 

market), or a representative of such a for-

eign person, that involves a jurisdiction out-

side of the United States, 1 or more financial 

institutions operating outside of the United 

States, 1 or more classes of transactions 

within, or involving, a jurisdiction outside of 

the United States, or 1 or more types of ac-

counts if the Secretary finds any such juris-

diction, institution, or transaction to be of 

primary money laundering concern. 

‘‘(3) INFORMATION RELATING TO CERTAIN

PAYABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNTS.—If the Sec-

retary finds a jurisdiction outside of the 

United States, 1 or more financial institu-

tions operating outside of the United States, 

or 1 or more classes of transactions within, 

or involving, a jurisdiction outside of the 

United States to be of primary money laun-

dering concern, the Secretary may require 

any domestic financial institution or domes-

tic financial agency that opens or maintains 

a payable-through account in the United 

States for a foreign financial institution in-

volving any such jurisdiction or any such fi-

nancial institution operating outside of the 

United States, or a payable through account 

through which any such transaction may be 

conducted, as a condition of opening or 

maintaining such account— 

‘‘(A) to identify each customer (and rep-

resentative of such customer) of such finan-

cial institution who is permitted to use, or 

whose transactions are routed through, such 

payable-through account; and 

‘‘(B) to obtain, with respect to each such 

customer (and each such representative), in-

formation that is substantially comparable 

to that which the depository institution ob-

tains in the ordinary course of business with 

respect to its customers residing in the 

United States. 

‘‘(4) INFORMATION RELATING TO CERTAIN COR-

RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS.—If the Secretary 

finds a jurisdiction outside of the United 

States, 1 or more financial institutions oper-

ating outside of the United States, or 1 or 

more classes of transactions within, or in-

volving, a jurisdiction outside of the United 

States to be of primary money laundering 

concern, the Secretary may require any do-

mestic financial institution or domestic fi-

nancial agency that opens or maintains a 

correspondent account in the United States 

for a foreign financial institution involving 

any such jurisdiction or any such financial 

institution operating outside of the United 

States, or a correspondent account through 

which any such transaction may be con-

ducted, as a condition of opening or main-

taining such account— 

‘‘(A) to identify each customer (and rep-

resentative of such customer) of any such fi-

nancial institution who is permitted to use, 

or whose transactions are routed through, 

such correspondent account; and 

‘‘(B) to obtain, with respect to each such 

customer (and each such representative), in-

formation that is substantially comparable 

to that which the depository institution ob-

tains in the ordinary course of business with 

respect to its customers residing in the 

United States. 

‘‘(5) PROHIBITIONS OR CONDITIONS ON OPEN-

ING OR MAINTAINING CERTAIN CORRESPONDENT

OR PAYABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNTS.—If the Sec-

retary finds a jurisdiction outside of the 

United States, 1 or more financial institu-

tions operating outside of the United States, 
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or 1 or more classes of transactions within, 

or involving, a jurisdiction outside of the 

United States to be of primary money laun-

dering concern, the Secretary, in consulta-

tion with the Secretary of State, the Attor-

ney General, and the Chairman of the Board 

of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 

may prohibit, or impose conditions upon, the 

opening or maintaining in the United States 

of a correspondent account or payable- 

through account by any domestic financial 

institution or domestic financial agency for 

or on behalf of a foreign banking institution, 

if such correspondent account or payable- 

through account involves any such jurisdic-

tion or institution, or if any such trans-

action may be conducted through such cor-

respondent account or payable-through ac-

count.

‘‘(c) CONSULTATIONS AND INFORMATION TO

BE CONSIDERED IN FINDING JURISDICTIONS, IN-

STITUTIONS, TYPES OF ACCOUNTS, OR TRANS-

ACTIONS TO BE OF PRIMARY MONEY LAUN-

DERING CONCERN.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In making a finding that 

reasonable grounds exist for concluding that 

a jurisdiction outside of the United States, 1 

or more financial institutions operating out-

side of the United States, 1 or more classes 

of transactions within, or involving, a juris-

diction outside of the United States, or 1 or 

more types of accounts is of primary money 

laundering concern so as to authorize the 

Secretary to take 1 or more of the special 

measures described in subsection (b), the 

Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of 

State, and the Attorney General. 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS.—In mak-

ing a finding described in paragraph (1), the 

Secretary shall consider in addition such in-

formation as the Secretary determines to be 

relevant, including the following potentially 

relevant factors: 

‘‘(A) JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS.—In the case 

of a particular jurisdiction— 

‘‘(i) evidence that organized criminal 

groups, international terrorists, or both, 

have transacted business in that jurisdic-

tion;

(ii) the extent to which that jurisdiction or 

financial institutions operating in that juris-

diction offer bank secrecy or special tax or 

regulatory advantages to nonresidents or 

nondomiciliaries of that jurisdiction; 

‘‘(iii) the substance and quality of adminis-

tration of the bank supervisory and counter- 

money laundering laws of that jurisdiction; 

‘‘(iv) the relationship between the volume 

of financial transactions occurring in that 

jurisdiction and the size of the economy of 

the jurisdiction; 

‘‘(v) the extent to which that jurisdiction 

is characterized as a tax haven or offshore 

banking or secrecy haven by credible inter-

national organizations or multilateral ex-

pert groups; 

‘‘(vi) whether the United States has a mu-

tual legal assistance treaty with that juris-

diction, and the experience of United States 

law enforcement officials, regulatory offi-

cials, and tax administrators in obtaining in-

formation about transactions originating in 

or routed through or to such jurisdiction; 

and

‘‘(vii) the extent to which that jurisdiction 

is characterized by high levels of official or 

institutional corruption. 

‘‘(B) INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS.—In the case 

of a decision to apply 1 or more of the special 

measures described in subsection (b) only to 

a financial institution or institutions, or to 

a transaction or class of transactions, or to 

a type of account, or to all 3, within or in-

volving a particular jurisdiction— 

‘‘(i) the extent to which such financial in-

stitutions, transactions, or types of accounts 

are used to facilitate or promote money 

laundering in or through the jurisdiction; 

‘‘(ii) the extent to which such institutions, 

transactions, or types of accounts are used 

for legitimate business purposes in the juris-

diction; and 

‘‘(iii) the extent to which such action is 

sufficient to ensure, with respect to trans-

actions involving the jurisdiction and insti-

tutions operating in the jurisdiction, that 

the purposes of this subchapter continue to 

be fulfilled, and to guard against inter-

national money laundering and other finan-

cial crimes. 

‘‘(d) NOTIFICATION OF SPECIAL MEASURES

INVOKED BY THE SECRETARY.—Not later than 

10 days after the date of any action taken by 

the Secretary under subsection (a)(1), the 

Secretary shall notify, in writing, the Com-

mittee on Financial Services of the House of 

Representatives and the Committee on 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 

Senate of any such action. 

‘‘(e) STUDY AND REPORT ON FOREIGN NA-

TIONALS.—

‘‘(1) STUDY.—The Secretary, in consulta-

tion with the appropriate Federal agencies, 

including the Federal banking agencies (as 

defined in section 3 of the Federal Deposit 

Insurance Act), shall conduct a study to— 

‘‘(A) determine the most timely and effec-

tive way to require foreign nationals to pro-

vide domestic financial institutions and 

agencies with appropriate and accurate in-

formation, comparable to that which is re-

quired of United States nationals, con-

cerning their identity, address, and other re-

lated information necessary to enable such 

institutions and agencies to comply with the 

reporting, information gathering, and other 

requirements of this section; and 

‘‘(B) consider the need for requiring foreign 

nationals to apply for and obtain an identi-

fication number, similar to what is required 

for United States citizens through a social 

security number or tax identification num-

ber, prior to opening an account with a do-

mestic financial institution. 

‘‘(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall report 

to Congress not later than 180 days after the 

date of enactment of this section with rec-

ommendations for implementing such action 

referred to in paragraph (1) in a timely and 

effective manner. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this subchapter, for pur-

poses of this section, the following defini-

tions shall apply: 

‘‘(1) BANK DEFINITIONS.—The following defi-

nitions shall apply with respect to a bank: 

‘‘(A) ACCOUNT.—The term ‘account’— 

‘‘(i) means a formal banking or business re-

lationship established to provide regular 

services, dealings, and other financial trans-

actions; and 

‘‘(ii) includes a demand deposit, savings de-

posit, or other transaction or asset account 

and a credit account or other extension of 

credit.

‘‘(B) CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT.—The term 

‘correspondent account’ means an account 

established to receive deposits from, make 

payments on behalf of a foreign financial in-

stitution, or handle other financial trans-

actions related to such institution. 

‘‘(C) PAYABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNT.—The

term ‘payable-through account’ means an ac-

count, including a transaction account (as 

defined in section 19(b)(1)(C) of the Federal 

Reserve Act), opened at a depository institu-

tion by a foreign financial institution by 

means of which the foreign financial institu-

tion permits its customers to engage, either 

directly or through a subaccount, in banking 

activities usual in connection with the busi-

ness of banking in the United States. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS APPLICABLE TO INSTITU-

TIONS OTHER THAN BANKS.—With respect to 

any financial institution other than a bank, 

the Secretary shall, after consultation with 

the Securities and Exchange Commission, 

define by regulation the term ‘account’, and 

shall include within the meaning of that 

term, to the extent, if any, that the Sec-

retary deems appropriate, arrangements 

similar to payable-through and cor-

respondent accounts. 

‘‘(3) REGULATORY DEFINITION.—The Sec-

retary shall promulgate regulations defining 

beneficial ownership of an account for pur-

poses of this section. Such regulations shall 

address issues related to an individual’s au-

thority to fund, direct, or manage the ac-

count (including, without limitation, the 

power to direct payments into or out of the 

account), and an individual’s material inter-

est in the income or corpus of the account, 

and shall ensure that the identification of in-

dividuals under this section does not extend 

to any individual whose beneficial interest 

in the income or corpus of the account is im-

material.’’.

‘‘(4) OTHER TERMS.—The Secretary may, by 

regulation, further define the terms in para-

graphs (1) and (2) and define other terms for 

the purposes of this section, as the Secretary 

deems appropriate.’’. 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections for subchapter II of chapter 53 of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
5318 the following new item: 

‘‘5318A. Special measures for jurisdictions, 

financial institutions, or inter-

national transactions of pri-

mary money laundering con-

cern.’’.

SEC. 312. SPECIAL DUE DILIGENCE FOR COR-
RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS AND PRI-
VATE BANKING ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5318 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(i) DUE DILIGENCE FOR UNITED STATES

PRIVATE BANKING AND CORRESPONDENT BANK

ACCOUNTS INVOLVING FOREIGN PERSONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each financial institu-

tion that establishes, maintains, admin-

isters, or manages a private banking account 

or a correspondent account in the United 

States for a non-United States person, in-

cluding a foreign individual visiting the 

United States, or a representative of a non- 

United States person shall establish appro-

priate, specific, and, where necessary, en-

hanced, due diligence policies, procedures, 

and controls to detect and report instances 

of money laundering through those accounts. 

‘‘(2) MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR COR-

RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) shall 

apply if a correspondent account is requested 

or maintained by, or on behalf of, a foreign 

bank operating— 

‘‘(i) under an offshore banking license; or 

‘‘(ii) under a banking license issued by a 

foreign country that has been designated— 

‘‘(I) as noncooperative with international 

anti-money laundering principles or proce-

dures by an intergovernmental group or or-

ganization of which the United States is a 

member; or 

‘‘(II) by the Secretary as warranting spe-

cial measures due to money laundering con-

cerns.

‘‘(B) POLICIES, PROCEDURES, AND CON-

TROLS.—The enhanced due diligence policies, 
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procedures, and controls required under 

paragraph (1) shall, at a minimum, ensure 

that the financial institution in the United 

States takes reasonable steps— 

‘‘(i) to ascertain for any such foreign bank, 

the shares of which are not publicly traded, 

the identity of each of the owners of the for-

eign bank, and the nature and extent of the 

ownership interest of each such owner; 

‘‘(ii) to conduct enhanced scrutiny of such 

account to guard against money laundering 

and report any suspicious transactions under 

section 5318(g); and 

‘‘(iii) to ascertain whether such foreign 

bank provides correspondent accounts to 

other foreign banks and, if so, the identity of 

those foreign banks and related due diligence 

information, as appropriate under paragraph 

(1).

‘‘(3) MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR PRIVATE

BANKING ACCOUNTS.—If a private banking ac-

count is requested or maintained by, or on 

behalf of, a non-United States person, then 

the due diligence policies, procedures, and 

controls required under paragraph (1) shall, 

at a minimum, ensure that the financial in-

stitution takes reasonable steps— 

‘‘(A) to ascertain the identity of the nomi-

nal and beneficial owners of, and the source 

of funds deposited into, such account as 

needed to guard against money laundering 

and report any suspicious transactions under 

section 5318(g); and 

‘‘(B) to conduct enhanced scrutiny of any 

such account that is requested or maintained 

by, or on behalf of, a senior foreign political 

figure, or any immediate family member or 

close associate of a senior foreign political 

figure, to prevent, detect, and report trans-

actions that may involve the proceeds of for-

eign corruption. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS AND REGULATORY AUTHOR-

ITY.—

‘‘(A) OFFSHORE BANKING LICENSE.—For pur-

poses of this subsection, the term ‘offshore 

banking license’ means a license to conduct 

banking activities which, as a condition of 

the license, prohibits the licensed entity 

from conducting banking activities with the 

citizens of, or with the local currency of, the 

country which issued the license. 

‘‘(B) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-

retary, in consultation with the appropriate 

functional regulators of the affected finan-

cial institutions, may further delineate, by 

regulation the due diligence policies, proce-

dures, and controls required under paragraph 

(1).’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect begin-
ning 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act with respect to accounts covered by 
section 5318(i) of title 31, United States Code, 
as added by this section, that are opened be-
fore, on, or after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 313. PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES COR-
RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS WITH FOR-
EIGN SHELL BANKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5318 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 5318(i), as added by section 312 
of this title, the following: 

‘‘(j) PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES COR-
RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS WITH FOREIGN SHELL

BANKS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A financial institution 

described in subparagraphs (A) through (F) 

of section 5312(a)(2) (in this subsection re-

ferred to as a ‘covered financial institution’) 

shall not establish, maintain, administer, or 

manage a correspondent account in the 

United States for, or on behalf of, a foreign 

bank that does not have a physical presence 

in any country. 

‘‘(2) PREVENTION OF INDIRECT SERVICE TO

FOREIGN SHELL BANKS.—A covered financial 

institution shall take reasonable steps to en-

sure that any correspondent account estab-

lished, maintained, administered, or man-

aged by that covered financial institution in 

the United States for a foreign bank is not 

being used by that foreign bank to indirectly 

provide banking services to another foreign 

bank that does not have a physical presence 

in any country. The Secretary shall, by regu-

lation, delineate the reasonable steps nec-

essary to comply with this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) do 

not prohibit a covered financial institution 

from providing a correspondent account to a 

foreign bank, if the foreign bank— 

‘‘(A) is an affiliate of a depository institu-

tion, credit union, or foreign bank that 

maintains a physical presence in the United 

States or a foreign country, as applicable; 

and

‘‘(B) is subject to supervision by a banking 

authority in the country regulating the af-

filiated depository institution, credit union, 

or foreign bank described in subparagraph 

(A), as applicable. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-

section—

‘‘(A) the term ‘affiliate’ means a foreign 

bank that is controlled by or is under com-

mon control with a depository institution, 

credit union, or foreign bank; and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘physical presence’ means a 

place of business that— 

‘‘(i) is maintained by a foreign bank; 

‘‘(ii) is located at a fixed address (other 

than solely an electronic address) in a coun-

try in which the foreign bank is authorized 

to conduct banking activities, at which loca-

tion the foreign bank— 

‘‘(I) employs 1 or more individuals on a 

full-time basis; and 

‘‘(II) maintains operating records related 

to its banking activities; and 

‘‘(iii) is subject to inspection by the bank-

ing authority which licensed the foreign 

bank to conduct banking activities.’’. 

SEC. 314. COOPERATIVE EFFORTS TO DETER 
MONEY LAUNDERING. 

(a) COOPERATION AMONG FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS, REGULATORY AUTHORITIES, AND LAW

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITIES.—

(1) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall, 

within 120 days after the date of enactment 

of this Act, adopt regulations to encourage 

further cooperation among financial institu-

tions, their regulatory authorities, and law 

enforcement authorities, with the specific 

purpose of encouraging regulatory authori-

ties and law enforcement authorities to 

share with financial institutions information 

regarding individuals, entities, and organiza-

tions engaged in or reasonably suspected 

based on credible evidence of engaging in 

terrorist acts or money laundering activi-

ties.

(2) CONTENTS.—The regulations promul-

gated pursuant to paragraph (1) may— 

(A) require that each financial institution 

designate 1 or more persons to receive infor-

mation concerning, and to monitor accounts 

of individuals, entities, and organizations 

identified, pursuant to paragraph (1); and 

(B) further establish procedures for the 

protection of the shared information, con-

sistent with the capacity, size, and nature of 

the institution to which the particular pro-

cedures apply. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The receipt of 

information by a financial institution pursu-

ant to this section shall not relieve or other-

wise modify the obligations of the financial 

institution with respect to any other person 

or account. 

(4) USE OF INFORMATION.—Information re-

ceived by a financial institution pursuant to 

this section shall not be used for any purpose 

other than identifying and reporting on ac-

tivities that may involve terrorist acts or 

money laundering activities. 

(b) COOPERATION AMONG FINANCIAL INSTITU-

TIONS.—Upon notice provided to the Sec-

retary, 2 or more financial institutions and 

any association of financial institutions may 

share information with one another regard-

ing individuals, entities, organizations, and 

countries suspected of possible terrorist or 

money laundering activities. A financial in-

stitution or association that transmits, re-

ceives, or shares such information for the 

purposes of identifying and reporting activi-

ties that may involve terrorist acts or 

money laundering activities shall not be lia-

ble to any person under any law or regula-

tion of the United States, any constitution, 

law, or regulation of any State or political 

subdivision thereof, or under any contract or 

other legally enforceable agreement (includ-

ing any arbitration agreement), for such dis-

closure or for any failure to provide notice of 

such disclosure to the person who is the sub-

ject of such disclosure, or any other person 

identified in the disclosure, except where 

such transmission, receipt, or sharing vio-

lates this section or regulations promulgated 

pursuant to this section. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Compliance

with the provisions of this title requiring or 

allowing financial institutions and any asso-

ciation of financial institutions to disclose 

or share information regarding individuals, 

entities, and organizations engaged in or sus-

pected of engaging in terrorist acts or money 

laundering activities shall not constitute a 

violation of the provisions of title V of the 

Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (Public Law 106– 

102).

SEC. 315. INCLUSION OF FOREIGN CORRUPTION 
OFFENSES AS MONEY LAUNDERING 
CRIMES.

Section 1956(c)(7)(B) of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘or destruc-

tion of property by means of explosive or 

fire’’ and inserting ‘‘destruction of property 

by means of explosive or fire, or a crime of 

violence (as defined in section 16)’’; 

(2) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘1978’’ and in-

serting ‘‘1978)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(iv) bribery of a public official, or the 

misappropriation, theft, or embezzlement of 

public funds by or for the benefit of a public 

official;

‘‘(v) smuggling or export control violations 

involving—

‘‘(I) an item controlled on the United 

States Munitions List established under sec-

tion 38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 

U.S.C. 2778); or 

‘‘(II) an item controlled under regulations 

under the Export Administration Act of 1977 

(15 C.F.R. Parts 730–774); 

‘‘(vi) an offense with respect to which the 

United States would be obligated by a multi-

lateral treaty, either to extradite the alleged 

offender or to submit the case for prosecu-

tion, if the offender were found within the 

territory of the United States; or 

‘‘(vii) the misuse of funds of, or provided 

by, the International Monetary Fund in con-

travention of the Articles of Agreement of 

the Fund or the misuse of funds of, or pro-

vided by, any other international financial 

institution (as defined in section 1701(c)(2) of 

the International Financial Institutions Act 

(22 U.S.C. 262r(c)(2)) in contravention of any 

treaty or other international agreement to 
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which the United States is a party, including 

any articles of agreement of the members of 

the international financial institution;’’. 

SEC. 316. ANTI-TERRORIST FORFEITURE PROTEC-
TION.

(a) RIGHT TO CONTEST.—An owner of prop-

erty that is confiscated under any provision 

of law relating to the confiscation of assets 

of suspected international terrorists, may 

contest that confiscation by filing a claim in 

the manner set forth in the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure (Supplemental Rules for Cer-

tain Admiralty and Maritime Claims), and 

asserting as an affirmative defense that— 

(1) the property is not subject to confisca-

tion under such provision of law; or 

(2) the innocent owner provisions of sec-

tion 983(d) of title 18, United States Code, 

apply to the case. 
(b) EVIDENCE.—In considering a claim filed 

under this section, the Government may rely 

on evidence that is otherwise inadmissible 

under the Federal Rules of Evidence, if a 

court determines that such reliance is nec-

essary to protect the national security inter-

ests of the United States. 
(c) OTHER REMEDIES.—Nothing in this sec-

tion shall limit or otherwise affect any other 

remedies that may be available to an owner 

of property under section 983 of title 18, 

United States Code, or any other provision of 

law.

SEC. 317. LONG-ARM JURISDICTION OVER FOR-
EIGN MONEY LAUNDERERS. 

Section 1956(b) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 

as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, 

and moving the margins 2 ems to the right; 

(2) by inserting after ‘‘(b)’’ the following: 

‘‘PENALTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’;

(3) by inserting ‘‘, or section 1957’’ after ‘‘or 

(a)(3)’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) JURISDICTION OVER FOREIGN PERSONS.—

For purposes of adjudicating an action filed 

or enforcing a penalty ordered under this 

section, the district courts shall have juris-

diction over any foreign person, including 

any financial institution authorized under 

the laws of a foreign country, against whom 

the action is brought, if service of process 

upon the foreign person is made under the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure or the laws 

of the country in which the foreign person is 

found, and— 

‘‘(A) the foreign person commits an offense 

under subsection (a) involving a financial 

transaction that occurs in whole or in part 

in the United States; 

‘‘(B) the foreign person converts, to his or 

her own use, property in which the United 

States has an ownership interest by virtue of 

the entry of an order of forfeiture by a court 

of the United States; or 

‘‘(C) the foreign person is a financial insti-

tution that maintains a bank account at a fi-

nancial institution in the United States. 

‘‘(3) COURT AUTHORITY OVER ASSETS.—A

court described in paragraph (2) may issue a 

pretrial restraining order or take any other 

action necessary to ensure that any bank ac-

count or other property held by the defend-

ant in the United States is available to sat-

isfy a judgment under this section. 

‘‘(4) FEDERAL RECEIVER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A court described in 

paragraph (2) may appoint a Federal Re-

ceiver, in accordance with subparagraph (B) 

of this paragraph, to collect, marshal, and 

take custody, control, and possession of all 

assets of the defendant, wherever located, to 

satisfy a judgment under this section or sec-

tion 981, 982, or 1957, including an order of 

restitution to any victim of a specified un-

lawful activity. 

‘‘(B) APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY.—A Fed-

eral Receiver described in subparagraph 

(A)—

‘‘(i) may be appointed upon application of 

a Federal prosecutor or a Federal or State 

regulator, by the court having jurisdiction 

over the defendant in the case; 

‘‘(ii) shall be an officer of the court, and 

the powers of the Federal Receiver shall in-

clude the powers set out in section 754 of 

title 28, United States Code; and 

‘‘(iii) shall have standing equivalent to 

that of a Federal prosecutor for the purpose 

of submitting requests to obtain information 

regarding the assets of the defendant— 

‘‘(I) from the Financial Crimes Enforce-

ment Network of the Department of the 

Treasury; or 

‘‘(II) from a foreign country pursuant to a 

mutual legal assistance treaty, multilateral 

agreement, or other arrangement for inter-

national law enforcement assistance, pro-

vided that such requests are in accordance 

with the policies and procedures of the At-

torney General.’’. 

SEC. 318. LAUNDERING MONEY THROUGH A FOR-
EIGN BANK. 

Section 1956(c) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by striking paragraph (6) 

and inserting the following: 

‘‘(6) the term ‘financial institution’ in-

cludes—

‘‘(A) any financial institution, as defined 

in section 5312(a)(2) of title 31, United States 

Code, or the regulations promulgated there-

under; and 

‘‘(B) any foreign bank, as defined in section 

1 of the International Banking Act of 1978 (12 

U.S.C. 3101).’’. 

SEC. 319. FORFEITURE OF FUNDS IN UNITED 
STATES INTERBANK ACCOUNTS. 

(a) FORFEITURE FROM UNITED STATES

INTERBANK ACCOUNT.—Section 981 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 

the end the following: 
‘‘(k) INTERBANK ACCOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of a for-

feiture under this section or under the Con-

trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.), 

if funds are deposited into an account at a 

foreign bank, and that foreign bank has an 

interbank account in the United States with 

a covered financial institution (as defined in 

section 5318A of title 31), the funds shall be 

deemed to have been deposited into the 

interbank account in the United States, and 

any restraining order, seizure warrant, or ar-

rest warrant in rem regarding the funds may 

be served on the covered financial institu-

tion, and funds in the interbank account, up 

to the value of the funds deposited into the 

account at the foreign bank, may be re-

strained, seized, or arrested. 

‘‘(B) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND.—The Attor-

ney General, in consultation with the Sec-

retary, may suspend or terminate a for-

feiture under this section if the Attorney 

General determines that a conflict of law ex-

ists between the laws of the jurisdiction in 

which the foreign bank is located and the 

laws of the United States with respect to li-

abilities arising from the restraint, seizure, 

or arrest of such funds, and that such suspen-

sion or termination would be in the interest 

of justice and would not harm the national 

interests of the United States. 

‘‘(2) NO REQUIREMENT FOR GOVERNMENT TO

TRACE FUNDS.—If a forfeiture action is 

brought against funds that are restrained, 

seized, or arrested under paragraph (1), it 

shall not be necessary for the Government to 

establish that the funds are directly trace-

able to the funds that were deposited into 

the foreign bank, nor shall it be necessary 

for the Government to rely on the applica-

tion of section 984. 

‘‘(3) CLAIMS BROUGHT BY OWNER OF THE

FUNDS.—If a forfeiture action is instituted 

against funds restrained, seized, or arrested 

under paragraph (1), the owner of the funds 

deposited into the account at the foreign 

bank may contest the forfeiture by filing a 

claim under section 983. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) INTERBANK ACCOUNT.—The term ‘inter-

bank account’ has the same meaning as in 

section 984(c)(2)(B). 

‘‘(B) OWNER.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), the term ‘owner’— 

‘‘(I) means the person who was the owner, 

as that term is defined in section 983(d)(6), of 

the funds that were deposited into the for-

eign bank at the time such funds were depos-

ited; and 

‘‘(II) does not include either the foreign 

bank or any financial institution acting as 

an intermediary in the transfer of the funds 

into the interbank account. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—The foreign bank may be 

considered the ‘owner’ of the funds (and no 

other person shall qualify as the owner of 

such funds) only if— 

‘‘(I) the basis for the forfeiture action is 

wrongdoing committed by the foreign bank; 

or

‘‘(II) the foreign bank establishes, by a pre-

ponderance of the evidence, that prior to the 

restraint, seizure, or arrest of the funds, the 

foreign bank had discharged all or part of its 

obligation to the prior owner of the funds, in 

which case the foreign bank shall be deemed 

the owner of the funds to the extent of such 

discharged obligation.’’. 

(b) BANK RECORDS.—Section 5318 of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 

the end the following: 

‘‘(k) BANK RECORDS RELATED TO ANTI-

MONEY LAUNDERING PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL BANKING AGEN-

CY.—The term ‘appropriate Federal banking 

agency’ has the same meaning as in section 

3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 

U.S.C. 1813). 

‘‘(B) INCORPORATED TERMS.—The terms 

‘correspondent account’, ‘covered financial 

institution’, and ‘foreign bank’ have the 

same meanings as in section 5318A. 

‘‘(2) 120-HOUR RULE.—Not later than 120 

hours after receiving a request by an appro-

priate Federal banking agency for informa-

tion related to anti-money laundering com-

pliance by a covered financial institution or 

a customer of such institution, a covered fi-

nancial institution shall provide to the ap-

propriate Federal banking agency, or make 

available at a location specified by the rep-

resentative of the appropriate Federal bank-

ing agency, information and account docu-

mentation for any account opened, main-

tained, administered or managed in the 

United States by the covered financial insti-

tution.

‘‘(3) FOREIGN BANK RECORDS.—

‘‘(A) SUMMONS OR SUBPOENA OF RECORDS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the At-

torney General may issue a summons or sub-

poena to any foreign bank that maintains a 

correspondent account in the United States 
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and request records related to such cor-

respondent account, including records main-

tained outside of the United States relating 

to the deposit of funds into the foreign bank. 

‘‘(ii) SERVICE OF SUMMONS OR SUBPOENA.—A

summons or subpoena referred to in clause 

(i) may be served on the foreign bank in the 

United States if the foreign bank has a rep-

resentative in the United States, or in a for-

eign country pursuant to any mutual legal 

assistance treaty, multilateral agreement, 

or other request for international law en-

forcement assistance. 

‘‘(B) ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE.—

‘‘(i) MAINTAINING RECORDS IN THE UNITED

STATES.—Any covered financial institution 

which maintains a correspondent account in 

the United States for a foreign bank shall 

maintain records in the United States identi-

fying the owners of such foreign bank and 

the name and address of a person who resides 

in the United States and is authorized to ac-

cept service of legal process for records re-

garding the correspondent account. 

‘‘(ii) LAW ENFORCEMENT REQUEST.—Upon re-

ceipt of a written request from a Federal law 

enforcement officer for information required 

to be maintained under this paragraph, the 

covered financial institution shall provide 

the information to the requesting officer not 

later than 7 days after receipt of the request. 

‘‘(C) TERMINATION OF CORRESPONDENT RELA-

TIONSHIP.—

‘‘(i) TERMINATION UPON RECEIPT OF NO-

TICE.—A covered financial institution shall 

terminate any correspondent relationship 

with a foreign bank not later than 10 busi-

ness days after receipt of written notice from 

the Secretary or the Attorney General that 

the foreign bank has failed— 

‘‘(I) to comply with a summons or sub-

poena issued under subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(II) to initiate proceedings in a United 

States court contesting such summons or 

subpoena.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—A covered 

financial institution shall not be liable to 

any person in any court or arbitration pro-

ceeding for terminating a correspondent re-

lationship in accordance with this sub-

section.

‘‘(iii) FAILURE TO TERMINATE RELATION-

SHIP.—Failure to terminate a correspondent 

relationship in accordance with this sub-

section shall render the covered financial in-

stitution liable for a civil penalty of up to 

$10,000 per day until the correspondent rela-

tionship is so terminated.’’. 

(c) GRACE PERIOD.—Financial institutions 

affected by section 5333 of title 31 United 

States Code, as amended by this title, shall 

have 60 days from the date of enactment of 

this Act to comply with the provisions of 

that section. 

(d) REQUESTS FOR RECORDS.—Section

3486(a)(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended by striking ‘‘, or (II) a Federal of-

fense involving the sexual exploitation or 

abuse of children’’ and inserting ‘‘, (II) a Fed-

eral offense involving the sexual exploitation 

or abuse of children, or (III) money laun-

dering, in violation of section 1956, 1957, or 

1960 of this title’’. 

(e) AUTHORITY TO ORDER CONVICTED CRIMI-

NAL TO RETURN PROPERTY LOCATED

ABROAD.—

(1) FORFEITURE OF SUBSTITUTE PROPERTY.—

Section 413(p) of the Controlled Substances 

Act (21 U.S.C. 853) is amended to read as fol-

lows:

‘‘(p) FORFEITURE OF SUBSTITUTE PROP-

ERTY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of this sub-

section shall apply, if any property described 

in subsection (a), as a result of any act or 

omission of the defendant— 

‘‘(A) cannot be located upon the exercise of 

due diligence; 

‘‘(B) has been transferred or sold to, or de-

posited with, a third party; 

‘‘(C) has been placed beyond the jurisdic-

tion of the court; 

‘‘(D) has been substantially diminished in 

value; or 

‘‘(E) has been commingled with other prop-

erty which cannot be divided without dif-

ficulty.

‘‘(2) SUBSTITUTE PROPERTY.—In any case 

described in any of subparagraphs (A) 

through (E) of paragraph (1), the court shall 

order the forfeiture of any other property of 

the defendant, up to the value of any prop-

erty described in subparagraphs (A) through 

(E) of paragraph (1), as applicable. 

‘‘(3) RETURN OF PROPERTY TO JURISDIC-

TION.—In the case of property described in 

paragraph (1)(C), the court may, in addition 

to any other action authorized by this sub-

section, order the defendant to return the 

property to the jurisdiction of the court so 

that the property may be seized and for-

feited.’’.

(2) PROTECTIVE ORDERS.—Section 413(e) of 

the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 

853(e)) is amended by adding at the end the 

following:

‘‘(4) ORDER TO REPATRIATE AND DEPOSIT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its author-

ity to enter a pretrial restraining order 

under this section, including its authority to 

restrain any property forfeitable as sub-

stitute assets, the court may order a defend-

ant to repatriate any property that may be 

seized and forfeited, and to deposit that 

property pending trial in the registry of the 

court, or with the United States Marshals 

Service or the Secretary of the Treasury, in 

an interest-bearing account, if appropriate. 

‘‘(B) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure to com-

ply with an order under this subsection, or 

an order to repatriate property under sub-

section (p), shall be punishable as a civil or 

criminal contempt of court, and may also re-

sult in an enhancement of the sentence of 

the defendant under the obstruction of jus-

tice provision of the Federal Sentencing 

Guidelines.’’.

SEC. 320. PROCEEDS OF FOREIGN CRIMES. 
Section 981(a)(1)(B) of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) Any property, real or personal, within 

the jurisdiction of the United States, consti-

tuting, derived from, or traceable to, any 

proceeds obtained directly or indirectly from 

an offense against a foreign nation, or any 

property used to facilitate such an offense, if 

the offense— 

‘‘(i) involves the manufacture, importa-

tion, sale, or distribution of a controlled sub-

stance (as that term is defined for purposes 

of the Controlled Substances Act), or any 

other conduct described in section 

1956(c)(7)(B);

‘‘(ii) would be punishable within the juris-

diction of the foreign nation by death or im-

prisonment for a term exceeding 1 year; and 

‘‘(iii) would be punishable under the laws 

of the United States by imprisonment for a 

term exceeding 1 year, if the act or activity 

constituting the offense had occurred within 

the jurisdiction of the United States.’’. 

SEC. 321. EXCLUSION OF ALIENS INVOLVED IN 
MONEY LAUNDERING. 

Section 212(a)(2) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act of 1952 (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(2)) is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(I) MONEY LAUNDERING ACTIVITIES.—Any

alien who the consular officer or the Attor-

ney General knows or has reason to believe 

is or has been engaged in activities which, if 

engaged in within the United States would 

constitute a violation of section 1956 or 1957 

of title 18, United States Code, or has been a 

knowing assister, abettor, conspirator, or 

colluder with others in any such illicit activ-

ity is inadmissible.’’. 

SEC. 322. CORPORATION REPRESENTED BY A FU-
GITIVE.

Section 2466 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by designating the present mat-

ter as subsection (a), and adding at the end 

the following: 
‘‘(b) Subsection (a) may be applied to a 

claim filed by a corporation if any majority 

shareholder, or individual filing the claim on 

behalf of the corporation is a person to 

whom subsection (a) applies.’’. 

SEC. 323. ENFORCEMENT OF FOREIGN JUDG-
MENTS.

Section 2467 of title 28, United States Code, 

is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by adding the fol-

lowing after paragraph (2): 

‘‘(3) PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY.—To pre-

serve the availability of property subject to 

a foreign forfeiture or confiscation judg-

ment, the Government may apply for, and 

the court may issue, a restraining order pur-

suant to section 983(j) of title 18, United 

States Code, at any time before or after an 

application is filed pursuant to subsection 

(c)(1). The court, in issuing the restraining 

order—

‘‘(A) may rely on information set forth in 

an affidavit describing the nature of the pro-

ceeding investigation underway in the for-

eign country, and setting forth a reasonable 

basis to believe that the property to be re-

strained will be named in a judgment of for-

feiture at the conclusion of such proceeding; 

or

‘‘(B) may register and enforce a restraining 

order has been issued by a court of com-

petent jurisdiction in the foreign country 

and certified by the Attorney General pursu-

ant to subsection (b)(2). 

No person may object to the restraining 

order on any ground that is the subject to 

parallel litigation involving the same prop-

erty that is pending in a foreign court.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(C), by striking ‘‘es-

tablishing that the defendant received notice 

of the proceedings in sufficient time to en-

able the defendant’’ and inserting ‘‘estab-

lishing that the foreign nation took steps, in 

accordance with the principles of due proc-

ess, to give notice of the proceedings to all 

persons with an interest in the property in 

sufficient time to enable such persons’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)(1)(D), by striking ‘‘the 

defendant in the proceedings in the foreign 

court did not receive notice’’ and inserting 

‘‘the foreign nation did not take steps, in ac-

cordance with the principles of due process, 

to give notice of the proceedings to a person 

with an interest in the property’’; and 

(4) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by inserting ‘‘, 

any violation of foreign law that would con-

stitute a violation of an offense for which 

property could be forfeited under Federal 

law if the offense were committed in the 

United States’’ after ‘‘United Nations Con-

vention’’.

SEC. 324. INCREASE IN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL PEN-
ALTIES FOR MONEY LAUNDERING. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 5321(a) of 

title 31, United States Code, is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(7) PENALTIES FOR INTERNATIONAL

COUNTER MONEY LAUNDERING VIOLATIONS.—

The Secretary may impose a civil money 

penalty in an amount equal to not less than 
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2 times the amount of the transaction, but 

not more than $1,000,000, on any financial in-

stitution or agency that violates any provi-

sion of subsection (i) or (j) of section 5318 or 

any special measures imposed under section 

5318A.’’.
(b) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Section 5322 of 

title 31, United States Code, is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) A financial institution or agency that 

violates any provision of subsection (i) or (j) 

of section 5318, or any special measures im-

posed under section 5318A, or any regulation 

prescribed under subsection (i) or (j) of sec-

tion 5318 or section 5318A, shall be fined in an 

amount equal to not less than 2 times the 

amount of the transaction, but not more 

than $1,000,000.’’. 

SEC. 325. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION. 
Not later than 30 months after the date of 

enactment of this Act, the Secretary, in con-

sultation with the Attorney General, the 

Federal banking agencies (as defined at sec-

tion 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act), 

the Securities and Exchange Commission, 

and such other agencies as the Secretary 

may determine, at the discretion of the Sec-

retary, shall evaluate the operations of the 

provisions of this subtitle and make rec-

ommendations to Congress as to any legisla-

tive action with respect to this subtitle as 

the Secretary may determine to be necessary 

or advisable. 

SEC. 326. REPORT ON EFFECTIVENESS. 
The Secretary shall report annually on 

measures taken pursuant to this subtitle, 

and shall submit the report to the Com-

mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-

fairs of the Senate and to the Committee on 

Financial Services of the House of Rep-

resentatives.

SEC. 327. CONCENTRATION ACCOUNTS AT FINAN-
CIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 5318(h) of title 31, United States 

Code, as amended by section 202 of this title, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(3) CONCENTRATION ACCOUNTS.—The Sec-

retary may issue regulations under this sub-

section that govern maintenance of con-

centration accounts by financial institu-

tions, in order to ensure that such accounts 

are not used to prevent association of the 

identity of an individual customer with the 

movement of funds of which the customer is 

the direct or beneficial owner, which regula-

tions shall, at a minimum— 

‘‘(A) prohibit financial institutions from 

allowing clients to direct transactions that 

move their funds into, out of, or through the 

concentration accounts of the financial in-

stitution;

‘‘(B) prohibit financial institutions and 

their employees from informing customers of 

the existence of, or the means of identifying, 

the concentration accounts of the institu-

tion; and 

‘‘(C) require each financial institution to 

establish written procedures governing the 

documentation of all transactions involving 

a concentration account, which procedures 

shall ensure that, any time a transaction in-

volving a concentration account commingles 

funds belonging to 1 or more customers, the 

identity of, and specific amount belonging 

to, each customer is documented.’’. 

Subtitle B—Currency Transaction Reporting 
Amendments and Related Improvements 

SEC. 331. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO REPORT-
ING OF SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES. 

(a) AMENDMENT RELATING TO CIVIL LIABIL-

ITY IMMUNITY FOR DISCLOSURES.—Section

5318(g)(3) of title 31, United States Code, is 

amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) LIABILITY FOR DISCLOSURES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any financial institu-

tion that makes a voluntary disclosure of 

any possible violation of law or regulation to 

a government agency or makes a disclosure 

pursuant to this subsection or any other au-

thority, and any director, officer, employee, 

or agent of such institution who makes, or 

requires another to make any such disclo-

sure, shall not be liable to any person under 

any law or regulation of the United States, 

any constitution, law, or regulation of any 

State or political subdivision of any State, 

or under any contract or other legally en-

forceable agreement (including any arbitra-

tion agreement), for such disclosure or for 

any failure to provide notice of such disclo-

sure to the person who is the subject of such 

disclosure or any other person identified in 

the disclosure. 

‘‘(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Subpara-

graph (A) shall not be construed as cre-

ating—

‘‘(i) any inference that the term ‘person’, 

as used in such subparagraph, may be con-

strued more broadly than its ordinary usage 

so as to include any government or agency of 

government; or 

‘‘(ii) any immunity against, or otherwise 

affecting, any civil or criminal action 

brought by any government or agency of 

government to enforce any constitution, law, 

or regulation of such government or agen-

cy.’’.

(b) PROHIBITION ON NOTIFICATION OF DISCLO-

SURES.—Section 5318(g)(2) of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) NOTIFICATION PROHIBITED.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a financial institution 

or any director, officer, employee, or agent 

of any financial institution, voluntarily or 

pursuant to this section or any other author-

ity, reports a suspicious transaction to a 

government agency— 

‘‘(i) the financial institution, director, offi-

cer, employee, or agent may not notify any 

person involved in the transaction that the 

transaction has been reported; and 

‘‘(ii) no officer or employee of the Federal 

Government or of any State, local, tribal, or 

territorial government within the United 

States, who has any knowledge that such re-

port was made may disclose to any person 

involved in the transaction that the trans-

action has been reported, other than as nec-

essary to fulfill the official duties of such of-

ficer or employee. 

‘‘(B) DISCLOSURES IN CERTAIN EMPLOYMENT

REFERENCES.—

‘‘(i) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Notwith-

standing the application of subparagraph (A) 

in any other context, subparagraph (A) shall 

not be construed as prohibiting any financial 

institution, or any director, officer, em-

ployee, or agent of such institution, from in-

cluding information that was included in a 

report to which subparagraph (A) applies— 

‘‘(I) in a written employment reference 

that is provided in accordance with section 

18(v) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act in 

response to a request from another financial 

institution, except that such written ref-

erence may not disclose that such informa-

tion was also included in any such report or 

that such report was made; or 

‘‘(II) in a written termination notice or 

employment reference that is provided in ac-

cordance with the rules of the self-regu-

latory organizations registered with the Se-

curities and Exchange Commission, except 

that such written notice or reference may 

not disclose that such information was also 

included in any such report or that such re-

port was made. 

‘‘(ii) INFORMATION NOT REQUIRED.—Clause

(i) shall not be construed, by itself, to create 

any affirmative duty to include any informa-

tion described in clause (i) in any employ-

ment reference or termination notice re-

ferred to in clause (i).’’. 

SEC. 332. ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING PROGRAMS. 
Section 5318(h) of title 31, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(h) ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to guard against 

money laundering through financial institu-

tions, each financial institution shall estab-

lish anti-money laundering programs, in-

cluding, at a minimum— 

‘‘(A) the development of internal policies, 

procedures, and controls; 

‘‘(B) the designation of a compliance offi-

cer;

‘‘(C) an ongoing employee training pro-

gram; and 

‘‘(D) an independent audit function to test 

programs.

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 

prescribe minimum standards for programs 

established under paragraph (1), and may ex-

empt from the application of those standards 

any financial institution that is not subject 

to the provisions of the rules contained in 

part 103 of title 31, of the Code of Federal 

Regulations, or any successor rule thereto, 

for so long as such financial institution is 

not subject to the provisions of such rules.’’. 

SEC. 333. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF GEO-
GRAPHIC TARGETING ORDERS AND 
CERTAIN RECORDKEEPING RE-
QUIREMENTS, AND LENGTHENING 
EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF GEO-
GRAPHIC TARGETING ORDERS. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF TAR-
GETING ORDER.—Section 5321(a)(1) of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘or order issued’’ after 

‘‘subchapter or a regulation prescribed’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, or willfully violating a 

regulation prescribed under section 21 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 123 

of Public Law 91–508,’’ after ‘‘sections 5314 

and 5315)’’. 
(b) CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION OF

TARGETING ORDER.—Section 5322 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or order issued’’ after 

‘‘willfully violating this subchapter or a reg-

ulation prescribed’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, or willfully violating a 

regulation prescribed under section 21 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 123 

of Public Law 91–508,’’ after ‘‘under section 

5315 or 5324)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or order issued’’ after 

‘‘willfully violating this subchapter or a reg-

ulation prescribed’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or willfully violating a 

regulation prescribed under section 21 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 123 

of Public Law 91–508,’’ after ‘‘under section 

5315 or 5324),’’. 
(c) STRUCTURING TRANSACTIONS TO EVADE

TARGETING ORDER OR CERTAIN RECORD-

KEEPING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 5324(a) of 

title 31, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting a comma after ‘‘shall’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘section—’’ and inserting 

‘‘section, the reporting or recordkeeping re-

quirements imposed by any order issued 

under section 5326, or the recordkeeping re-

quirements imposed by any regulation pre-

scribed under section 21 of the Federal De-

posit Insurance Act or section 123 of Public 

Law 91–508—’’; 

(3) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, to file 

a report or to maintain a record required by 
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an order issued under section 5326, or to 

maintain a record required pursuant to any 

regulation prescribed under section 21 of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 123 

of Public Law 91–508’’ after ‘‘regulation pre-

scribed under any such section’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, to file 

a report or to maintain a record required by 

any order issued under section 5326, or to 

maintain a record required pursuant to any 

regulation prescribed under section 5326, or 

to maintain a record required pursuant to 

any regulation prescribed under section 21 of 

the Federal Deposit Insurance Act or section 

123 of Public Law 91–508,’’ after ‘‘regulation 

prescribed under any such section’’. 
(d) LENGTHENING EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF GE-

OGRAPHIC TARGETING ORDERS.—Section
5326(d) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘more than 60’’ and in-
serting ‘‘more than 180’’. 

SEC. 334. ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING STRATEGY. 
(b) STRATEGY.—Section 5341(b) of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(12) DATA REGARDING FUNDING OF TER-

RORISM.—Data concerning money laundering 

efforts related to the funding of acts of inter-

national terrorism, and efforts directed at 

the prevention, detection, and prosecution of 

such funding.’’. 

SEC. 335. AUTHORIZATION TO INCLUDE SUS-
PICIONS OF ILLEGAL ACTIVITY IN 
WRITTEN EMPLOYMENT REF-
ERENCES.

Section 18 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1828) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(v) WRITTEN EMPLOYMENT REFERENCES

MAY CONTAIN SUSPICIONS OF INVOLVEMENT IN

ILLEGAL ACTIVITY.—

‘‘(1) AUTHORITY TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION.—

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

any insured depository institution, and any 

director, officer, employee, or agent of such 

institution, may disclose in any written em-

ployment reference relating to a current or 

former institution-affiliated party of such 

institution which is provided to another in-

sured depository institution in response to a 

request from such other institution, infor-

mation concerning the possible involvement 

of such institution-affiliated party in poten-

tially unlawful activity. 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION NOT REQUIRED.—Nothing

in paragraph (1) shall be construed, by itself, 

to create any affirmative duty to include 

any information described in paragraph (1) in 

any employment reference referred to in 

paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) MALICIOUS INTENT.—Notwithstanding

any other provision of this subsection, vol-

untary disclosure made by an insured deposi-

tory institution, and any director, officer, 

employee, or agent of such institution under 

this subsection concerning potentially un-

lawful activity that is made with malicious 

intent, shall not be shielded from liability 

from the person identified in the disclosure. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the term ‘insured depository institu-

tion’ includes any uninsured branch or agen-

cy of a foreign bank.’’. 

SEC. 336. BANK SECRECY ACT ADVISORY GROUP. 
Section 1564 of the Annunzio-Wylie Anti- 

Money Laundering Act (31 U.S.C. 5311 note) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘, of non-

governmental organizations advocating fi-

nancial privacy,’’ after ‘‘Drug Control Pol-

icy’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘, other 

than subsections (a) and (d) of such Act 

which shall apply’’ before the period at the 

end.

SEC. 337. AGENCY REPORTS ON RECONCILING 
PENALTY AMOUNTS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of the 

Treasury and the Federal banking agencies 

(as defined in section 3 of the Federal De-

posit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813)) shall 

each submit their respective reports to the 

Congress containing recommendations on 

possible legislation to conform the penalties 

imposed on depository institutions (as de-

fined in section 3 of the Federal Deposit In-

surance Act) for violations of subchapter II 

of chapter 53 of title 31, United States Code, 

to the penalties imposed on such institutions 

under section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insur-

ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1818). 

SEC. 338. REPORTING OF SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES 
BY SECURITIES BROKERS AND 
DEALERS; INVESTMENT COMPANY 
STUDY.

(a) 270-DAY REGULATION DEADLINE.—Not

later than 270 days after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the Secretary of the Treas-

ury, after consultation with the Securities 

and Exchange Commission and the Board of 

Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 

shall issue final regulations requiring reg-

istered brokers and dealers to file reports of 

suspicious financial transactions, consistent 

with the requirements applicable to finan-

cial institutions, and directors, officers, em-

ployees, and agents of financial institutions 

under section 5318(g) of title 31, United 

States Code. 
(b) REPORT ON INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, Secretary 

of the Treasury, the Board of Governors of 

the Federal Reserve System, and the Securi-

ties and Exchange Commission shall jointly 

submit a report to Congress on recommenda-

tions for effective regulations to apply the 

requirements of subchapter II of chapter 53 

of title 31, United States Code, to investment 

companies, pursuant to section 5312(a)(2)(I) 

of title 31, United States Code. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘‘investment company’’— 

(A) has the same meaning as in section 3 of 

the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 

U.S.C. 80a–3); and 

(B) any person that, but for the exceptions 

provided for in paragraph (1) or (7) of section 

3(c) of the Investment Company Act of 1940 

(15 U.S.C. 80a–3(c)), would be an investment 

company.

(3) ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS.—In its 

report, the Securities and Exchange Com-

mission may make different recommenda-

tions for different types of entities covered 

by this section. 

(4) BENEFICIAL OWNERSHIP OF PERSONAL

HOLDING COMPANIES.—The report described in 

paragraph (1) shall also include recommenda-

tions as to whether the Secretary should 

promulgate regulations to treat any corpora-

tion or business or other grantor trust whose 

assets are predominantly securities, bank 

certificates of deposit, or other securities or 

investment instruments (other than such as 

relate to operating subsidiaries of such cor-

poration or trust) and that has 5 or fewer 

common shareholders or holders of beneficial 

or other equity interest, as a financial insti-

tution within the meaning of that phrase in 

section 5312(a)(2)(I) and whether to require 

such corporations or trusts to disclose their 

beneficial owners when opening accounts or 

initiating funds transfers at any domestic fi-

nancial institution. 

SEC. 339. SPECIAL REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION 
OF BANK SECRECY PROVISIONS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 

months after the date of enactment of this 

Act, the Secretary shall submit a report to 

the Congress relating to the role of the In-

ternal Revenue Service in the administra-

tion of subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 31, 

United States Code (commonly known as the 

‘‘Bank Secrecy Act’’). 
(b) CONTENTS.—The report required by sub-

section (a)— 

(1) shall specifically address, and contain 

recommendations concerning— 

(A) whether it is advisable to shift the 

processing of information reporting to the 

Department of the Treasury under the Bank 

Secrecy Act provisions to facilities other 

than those managed by the Internal Revenue 

Service; and 

(B) whether it remains reasonable and effi-

cient, in light of the objective of both anti- 

money-laundering programs and Federal tax 

administration, for the Internal Revenue 

Service to retain authority and responsi-

bility for audit and examination of the com-

pliance of money services businesses and 

gaming institutions with those Bank Se-

crecy Act provisions; and 

(2) shall, if the Secretary determines that 

the information processing responsibility or 

the audit and examination responsibility of 

the Internal Revenue Service, or both, with 

respect to those Bank Secrecy Act provisions 

should be transferred to other agencies, in-

clude the specific recommendations of the 

Secretary regarding the agency or agencies 

to which any such function should be trans-

ferred, complete with a budgetary and re-

sources plan for expeditiously accomplishing 

the transfer. 

SEC. 340. BANK SECRECY PROVISIONS AND ANTI- 
TERRORIST ACTIVITIES OF UNITED 
STATES INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES. 

(a) AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE PURPOSES

OF THE BANK SECRECY ACT.—Section 5311 of 

title 31, United States Code, is amended by 

inserting before the period at the end the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, or in the conduct of intelligence or 

counterintelligence activities, including 

analysis, to protect against international 

terrorism’’.
(b) AMENDMENT RELATING TO REPORTING OF

SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES.—Section 5318(g)(4)(B) 

of title 31, United States Code, is amended by 

striking ‘‘or supervisory agency’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘, supervisory agency, or United States 

intelligence agency for use in the conduct of 

intelligence or counterintelligence activi-

ties, including analysis, to protect against 

international terrorism’’. 
(c) AMENDMENT RELATING TO AVAILABILITY

OF REPORTS.—Section 5319 of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 5319. Availability of reports 
‘‘The Secretary of the Treasury shall make 

information in a report filed under this sub-

chapter available to an agency, including 

any State financial institutions supervisory 

agency or United States intelligence agency, 

upon request of the head of the agency. The 

report shall be available for a purpose that is 

consistent with this subchapter. The Sec-

retary may only require reports on the use of 

such information by any State financial in-

stitutions supervisory agency for other than 

supervisory purposes or by United States in-

telligence agencies. However, a report and 

records of reports are exempt from disclo-

sure under section 552 of title 5.’’. 
(d) AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE PURPOSES

OF THE BANK SECRECY ACT PROVISIONS.—Sec-

tion 21(a) of the Federal Deposit Insurance 

Act (12 U.S.C. 1829b(a)) is amended to read as 

follows:
‘‘(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND DEC-

LARATION OF PURPOSE.—

‘‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
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‘‘(A) adequate records maintained by in-

sured depository institutions have a high de-

gree of usefulness in criminal, tax, and regu-

latory investigations or proceedings, and 

that, given the threat posed to the security 

of the Nation on and after the terrorist at-

tacks against the United States on Sep-

tember 11, 2001, such records may also have a 

high degree of usefulness in the conduct of 

intelligence or counterintelligence activi-

ties, including analysis, to protect against 

domestic and international terrorism; and 

‘‘(B) microfilm or other reproductions and 

other records made by insured depository in-

stitutions of checks, as well as records kept 

by such institutions, of the identity of per-

sons maintaining or authorized to act with 

respect to accounts therein, have been of 

particular value in proceedings described in 

subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-

tion to require the maintenance of appro-

priate types of records by insured depository 

institutions in the United States where such 

records have a high degree of usefulness in 

criminal, tax, or regulatory investigations or 

proceedings, recognizes that, given the 

threat posed to the security of the Nation on 

and after the terrorist attacks against the 

United States on September 11, 2001, such 

records may also have a high degree of use-

fulness in the conduct of intelligence or 

counterintelligence activities, including 

analysis, to protect against international 

terrorism.’’.

(e) AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE PURPOSES

OF THE BANK SECRECY ACT.—Section 123(a) of 

Public Law 91–508 (12 U.S.C. 1953(a)) is 

amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) REGULATIONS.—If the Secretary deter-

mines that the maintenance of appropriate 

records and procedures by any uninsured 

bank or uninsured institution, or any person 

engaging in the business of carrying on in 

the United States any of the functions re-

ferred to in subsection (b), has a high degree 

of usefulness in criminal, tax, or regulatory 

investigations or proceedings, and that, 

given the threat posed to the security of the 

Nation on and after the terrorist attacks 

against the United States on September 11, 

2001, such records may also have a high de-

gree of usefulness in the conduct of intel-

ligence or counterintelligence activities, in-

cluding analysis, to protect against inter-

national terrorism, he may by regulation re-

quire such bank, institution, or person.’’. 

(f) AMENDMENTS TO THE RIGHT TO FINANCIAL

PRIVACY ACT.—The Right to Financial Pri-

vacy Act of 1978 is amended— 

(1) in section 1112(a) (12 U.S.C. 3412(a)), by 

inserting ‘‘, or intelligence or counterintel-

ligence activity, investigation or analysis re-

lated to international terrorism’’ after ‘‘le-

gitimate law enforcement inquiry’’; and 

(2) in section 1114(a)(1) (12 U.S.C. 

3414(a)(1))—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’ 

at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) a Government authority authorized to 

conduct investigations of, or intelligence or 

counterintelligence analyses related to, 

international terrorism for the purpose of 

conducting such investigations or anal-

yses.’’.

(g) AMENDMENT TO THE FAIR CREDIT RE-

PORTING ACT.—The Fair Credit Reporting 

Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended by 

adding at the end the following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 626. DISCLOSURES TO GOVERNMENTAL 
AGENCIES FOR 
COUNTERTERRORISM PURPOSES. 

‘‘(a) DISCLOSURE.—Notwithstanding section 

604 or any other provision of this title, a con-

sumer reporting agency shall furnish a con-

sumer report of a consumer and all other in-

formation in a consumer’s file to a govern-

ment agency authorized to conduct inves-

tigations of, or intelligence or counterintel-

ligence activities or analysis related to, 

international terrorism when presented with 

a written certification by such government 

agency that such information is necessary 

for the agency’s conduct or such investiga-

tion, activity or analysis. 
‘‘(b) FORM OF CERTIFICATION.—The certifi-

cation described in subsection (a) shall be 

signed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
‘‘(c) CONFIDENTIALITY.—No consumer re-

porting agency, or officer, employee, or 

agent of such consumer reporting agency, 

shall disclose to any person, or specify in 

any consumer report, that a government 

agency has sought or obtained access to in-

formation under subsection (a). 
‘‘(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 

section 625 shall be construed to limit the 

authority of the Director of the Federal Bu-

reau of Investigation under this section. 
‘‘(e) SAFE HARBOR.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this subchapter, any con-

sumer reporting agency or agent or em-

ployee thereof making disclosure of con-

sumer reports or other information pursuant 

to this section in good-faith reliance upon a 

certification of a governmental agency pur-

suant to the provisions of this section shall 

not be liable to any person for such disclo-

sure under this subchapter, the constitution 

of any State, or any law or regulation of any 

State or any political subdivision of any 

State.’’.

SEC. 341. REPORTING OF SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES 
BY HAWALA AND OTHER UNDER-
GROUND BANKING SYSTEMS. 

(a) DEFINITION FOR SUBCHAPTER.—Section

5312(a)(2)(R) of title 31, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(R) a licensed sender of money or any 

other person who engages as a business in 

the transmission of funds, including through 

an informal value transfer banking system 

or network of people facilitating the transfer 

of value domestically or internationally out-

side of the conventional financial institu-

tions system;’’. 
(b) MONEY TRANSMITTING BUSINESS.—Sec-

tion 5330(d)(1)(A) of title 31, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting before the 

semicolon the following: ‘‘or any other per-

son who engages as a business in the trans-

mission of funds, including through an infor-

mal value transfer banking system or net-

work of people facilitating the transfer of 

value domestically or internationally out-

side of the conventional financial institu-

tions system;’’. 
(d) APPLICABILITY OF RULES.—Section 5318 

of title 31, United States Code, as amended 

by this title, is amended by adding at the 

end the following: 
‘‘(l) APPLICABILITY OF RULES.—Any rules 

promulgated pursuant to the authority con-

tained in section 21 of the Federal Deposit 

Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1829b) shall apply, in 

addition to any other financial institution to 

which such rules apply, to any person that 

engages as a business in the transmission of 

funds, including through an informal value 

transfer banking system or network of peo-

ple facilitating the transfer of value domes-

tically or internationally outside of the con-

ventional financial institutions system.’’. 
(e) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-

retary of the Treasury shall report to Con-
gress on the need for any additional legisla-
tion relating to informal value transfer 
banking systems or networks of people fa-
cilitating the transfer of value domestically 
or internationally outside of the conven-
tional financial institutions system, counter 
money laundering and regulatory controls 
relating to underground money movement 
and banking systems, such as the system re-
ferred to as ‘hawala’, including whether the 
threshold for the filing of suspicious activity 
reports under section 5318(g) of title 31, 
United States Code should be lowered in the 
case of such systems. 

SEC. 342. USE OF AUTHORITY OF UNITED STATES 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS. 

(a) ACTION BY THE PRESIDENT.—If the Presi-
dent determines that a particular foreign 
country has taken or has committed to take 
actions that contribute to efforts of the 
United States to respond to, deter, or pre-
vent acts of international terrorism, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may, consistent with 
other applicable provisions of law, instruct 
the United States Executive Director of each 
international financial institution to use the 
voice and vote of the Executive Director to 
support any loan or other utilization of the 
funds of respective institutions for such 
country, or any public or private entity 
within such country. 

(b) USE OF VOICE AND VOTE.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury may instruct the United 
States Executive Director of each inter-
national financial institution to aggressively 
use the voice and vote of the Executive Di-
rector to require an auditing of disburse-
ments at such institutions to ensure that no 
funds are paid to persons who commit, 
threaten to commit, or support terrorism. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘international financial insti-
tution’’ means an institution described in 
section 1701(c)(2) of the International Finan-
cial Institutions Act (22 U.S.C. 262r(c)(2)). 

Subtitle C—Currency Crimes 
SEC. 351. BULK CASH SMUGGLING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) effective enforcement of the currency 

reporting requirements of chapter 53 of title 

31, United States Code (commonly referred 

to as the Bank Secrecy Act), and the regula-

tions promulgated thereunder, has forced 

drug dealers and other criminals engaged in 

cash-based businesses to avoid using tradi-

tional financial institutions; 

(2) in their effort to avoid using traditional 

financial institutions, drug dealers, and 

other criminals are forced to move large 

quantities of currency in bulk form to and 

through the airports, border crossings, and 

other ports of entry where it can be smug-

gled out of the United States and placed in a 

foreign financial institution or sold on the 

black market; 

(3) the transportation and smuggling of 

cash in bulk form may, at the time of enact-

ment of this Act, be the most common form 

of money laundering, and the movement of 

large sums of cash is one of the most reliable 

warning signs of drug trafficking, terrorism, 

money laundering, racketeering, tax eva-

sion, and similar crimes; 

(4) the intentional transportation into or 

out of the United States of large amounts of 

currency or monetary instruments, in a 

manner designed to circumvent the manda-

tory reporting provisions of chapter 53 of 

title 31, United States Code, is the equiva-

lent of, and creates the same harm as, the 

smuggling of goods; 

(5) the arrest and prosecution of bulk cash 

smugglers is an important part of law en-

forcement’s effort to stop the laundering of 
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criminal proceeds, but the couriers who at-

tempt to smuggle the cash out of the United 

States are typically low-level employees of 

large criminal organizations, and are easily 

replaced, and therefore only the confiscation 

of the smuggled bulk cash can effectively 

break the cycle of criminal activity of which 

the laundering of bulk cash is a critical part; 

(6) the penalties for violations of the cur-

rency reporting requirements of the chapter 

53 of title 31, United States Code, are insuffi-

cient to provide a deterrent to the laun-

dering of criminal proceeds; 

(7) because the only criminal violation 

under Federal law before the date of enact-

ment of this Act was a reporting offense, the 

law does not adequately provide for the con-

fiscation of smuggled currency; and 

(8) if the smuggling of bulk cash were itself 

an offense, the cash could be confiscated as 

the corpus delicti of the smuggling offense. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 

are—

(1) to make the act of smuggling bulk cash 

itself a criminal offense; 

(2) to authorize forfeiture of any cash or 

instruments of the smuggling offense; 

(3) to emphasize the seriousness of the act 

of bulk cash smuggling; and 

(4) to prescribe guidelines for determining 

the amount of property subject to such for-

feiture in various situations. 

(c) BULK CASH SMUGGLING OFFENSE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

53 of title 31, United States Code, is amended 

by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘§ 5331. Bulk cash smuggling 

‘‘(a) CRIMINAL OFFENSE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever, with the intent 

to evade a currency reporting requirement 

under section 5316, knowingly conceals more 

than $10,000 in currency or other monetary 

instruments on his or her person or in any 

conveyance, article of luggage, merchandise, 

or other container, and transports or trans-

fers or attempts to transport or transfer the 

currency or monetary instruments from a 

place within the United States to a place 

outside of the United States, or from a place 

outside of the United States to a place with-

in the United States, shall be guilty of a cur-

rency smuggling offense and subject to pun-

ishment under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) PENALTIES.—

‘‘(1) PRISON TERM.—A person convicted of a 

currency smuggling offense under subsection 

(a), or a conspiracy to commit such an of-

fense, shall be imprisoned for not more than 

5 years. 

‘‘(2) FORFEITURE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to a prison 

term under paragraph (1), the court, in im-

posing sentence, shall order that the defend-

ant forfeit to the United States any prop-

erty, real or personal, involved in the of-

fense, and any property traceable to such 

property, subject to subsection (d). 

‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS.—The

seizure, restraint, and forfeiture of property 

under this section shall be governed by sec-

tion 413 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 

U.S.C. 853). If the property subject to for-

feiture is unavailable, and the defendant has 

no substitute property that may be forfeited 

pursuant to section 413(p) of that Act, the 

court shall enter a personal money judgment 

against the defendant in an amount equal to 

the value of the unavailable property. 

‘‘(c) SEIZURE OF SMUGGLING CASH.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any property involved in 

a violation of subsection (a), or a conspiracy 

to commit such violation, and any property 

traceable thereto, may be seized and, subject 

to subsection (d), forfeited to the United 

States.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—A seizure 

and forfeiture under this subsection shall be 

governed by the procedures governing civil 

forfeitures under section 981(a)(1)(A) of title 

18, United States Code. 
‘‘(d) PROPORTIONALITY OF FORFEITURE.—

‘‘(1) MITIGATION.—Upon a showing by the 

property owner by a preponderance of the 

evidence that the currency or monetary in-

struments involved in the offense giving rise 

to the forfeiture were derived from a legiti-

mate source and were intended for a lawful 

purpose, the court shall reduce the forfeiture 

to the maximum amount that is not grossly 

disproportional to the gravity of the offense. 

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining the 

amount of the forfeiture under paragraph (1), 

the court shall consider all aggravating and 

mitigating facts and circumstances that 

have a bearing on the gravity of the offense, 

including—

‘‘(A) the value of the currency or other 

monetary instruments involved in the of-

fense;

‘‘(B) efforts by the person committing the 

offense to structure currency transactions, 

conceal property, or otherwise obstruct jus-

tice; and 

‘‘(C) whether the offense is part of a pat-

tern of repeated violations of Federal law. 
‘‘(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes 

of subsections (b) and (c), any currency or 

other monetary instrument that is concealed 

or intended to be concealed in violation of 

subsection (a) or a conspiracy to commit 

such violation, any article, container, or 

conveyance used or intended to be used to 

conceal or transport the currency or other 

monetary instrument, and any other prop-

erty used or intended to be used to facilitate 

the offense, shall be considered property in-

volved in the offense.’’. 
(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections for chapter 53 of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended by inserting after 

the item relating to section 5330 the fol-

lowing new item: 

‘‘5331. Bulk cash smuggling.’’. 
(d) CURRENCY REPORTING VIOLATIONS.—Sec-

tion 5317(c) of title 31, United States Code, is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(c) FORFEITURE OF PROPERTY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘‘(A) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—The court, in 

imposing sentence for any violation of sec-

tion 5313, 5316, or 5324, or any conspiracy to 

commit such violation, shall order the de-

fendant to forfeit all property, real or per-

sonal, involved in the offense and any prop-

erty traceable thereto. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—Forfeitures

under this paragraph shall be governed by 

the procedures set forth in section 413 of the 

Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 853), 

and the guidelines set forth in paragraph (3) 

of this subsection. 

‘‘(2) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Any property in-

volved in a violation of section 5313, 5316, or 

5324, or any conspiracy to commit such vio-

lation, and any property traceable thereto, 

may be seized and, subject to paragraph (3), 

forfeited to the United States in accordance 

with the procedures governing civil forfeit-

ures in money laundering cases pursuant to 

section 981(a)(1)(A) of title 18, United States 

Code.

‘‘(3) MITIGATION.—In a forfeiture case under 

this subsection, upon a showing by the prop-

erty owner by a preponderance of the evi-

dence that any currency or monetary instru-

ments involved in the offense giving rise to 

the forfeiture were derived from a legitimate 

source, and were intended for a lawful pur-

pose, the court shall reduce the forfeiture to 

the maximum amount that is not grossly 

disproportional to the gravity of the offense. 

In determining the amount of the forfeiture, 

the court shall consider all aggravating and 

mitigating facts and circumstances that 

have a bearing on the gravity of the offense. 

Such circumstances include, but are not lim-

ited to, the following: the value of the cur-

rency or other monetary instruments in-

volved in the offense; efforts by the person 

committing the offense to structure cur-

rency transactions, conceal property, or oth-

erwise obstruct justice; and whether the of-

fense is part of a pattern of repeated viola-

tions.
(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 981(a)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘of 

section 5313(a) or 5324(a) of title 31, or’’; and 

(2) in section 982(a)(1), striking ‘‘of section 

5313(a), 5316, or 5324 of title 31, or’’. 

Subtitle E—Anticorruption Measures 
SEC. 361. CORRUPTION OF FOREIGN GOVERN-

MENTS AND RULING ELITES. 
It is the sense of Congress that, in delib-

erations between the United States Govern-

ment and any other country on money laun-

dering and corruption issues, the United 

States Government should— 

(1) emphasize an approach that addresses 

not only the laundering of the proceeds of 

traditional criminal activity but also the in-

creasingly endemic problem of governmental 

corruption and the corruption of ruling 

elites;

(2) encourage the enactment and enforce-

ment of laws in such country to prevent 

money laundering and systemic corruption; 

(3) make clear that the United States will 

take all steps necessary to identify the pro-

ceeds of foreign government corruption 

which have been deposited in United States 

financial institutions and return such pro-

ceeds to the citizens of the country to whom 

such assets belong; and 

(4) advance policies and measures to pro-

mote good government and to prevent and 

reduce corruption and money laundering, in-

cluding through instructions to the United 

States Executive Director of each inter-

national financial institution (as defined in 

section 1701(c) of the International Financial 

Institutions Act) to advocate such policies as 

a systematic element of economic reform 

programs and advice to member govern-

ments.

SEC. 362. SUPPORT FOR THE FINANCIAL ACTION 
TASK FORCE ON MONEY LAUN-
DERING.

It is the sense of Congress that— 

(1) the United States should continue to 

actively and publicly support the objectives 

of the Financial Action Task Force on 

Money Laundering (hereafter in this section 

referred to as the ‘‘FATF’’) with regard to 

combating international money laundering; 

(2) the FATF should identify noncoopera-

tive jurisdictions in as expeditious a manner 

as possible and publicly release a list di-

rectly naming those jurisdictions identified; 

(3) the United States should support the 

public release of the list naming noncoopera-

tive jurisdictions identified by the FATF; 

(4) the United States should encourage the 

adoption of the necessary international ac-

tion to encourage compliance by the identi-

fied noncooperative jurisdictions; and 

(5) the United States should take the nec-

essary countermeasures to protect the 

United States economy against money of un-

lawful origin and encourage other nations to 

do the same. 
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SEC. 363. TERRORIST FUNDING THROUGH MONEY 

LAUNDERING.
It is the sense of the Congress that, in de-

liberations and negotiations between the 

United States Government and any other 

country regarding financial, economic, as-

sistance, or defense issues, the United States 

should encourage such other country— 

(1) to take actions which would identify 

and prevent the transmittal of funds to and 

from terrorists and terrorist organizations; 

and

(2) to engage in bilateral and multilateral 

cooperation with the United States and 

other countries to identify suspected terror-

ists, terrorist organizations, and persons 

supplying funds to and receiving funds from 

terrorists and terrorist organizations. 

TITLE IV—PROTECTING THE BORDER 
Subtitle A—Protecting the Northern Border 

SEC. 401. ENSURING ADEQUATE PERSONNEL ON 
THE NORTHERN BORDER. 

The Attorney General is authorized to 

waive any FTE cap on personnel assigned to 

the Immigration and Naturalization Service 

to address the national security needs of the 

United States on the Northern border. 

SEC. 402. NORTHERN BORDER PERSONNEL. 
There are authorized to be appropriated— 

(1) such sums as may be necessary to triple 

the number of Border Patrol personnel (from 

the number authorized under current law), 

and the necessary personnel and facilities to 

support such personnel, in each State along 

the Northern Border; 

(2) such sums as may be necessary to triple 

the number of Customs Service personnel 

(from the number authorized under current 

law), and the necessary personnel and facili-

ties to support such personnel, at ports of 

entry in each State along the Northern Bor-

der;

(3) such sums as may be necessary to triple 

the number of INS inspectors (from the num-

ber authorized on the date of enactment of 

this Act), and the necessary personnel and 

facilities to support such personnel, at ports 

of entry in each State along the Northern 

Border; and 

(4) an additional $50,000,000 each to the Im-

migration and Naturalization Service and 

the United States Customs Service for pur-

poses of making improvements in technology 

for monitoring the Northern Border and ac-

quiring additional equipment at the North-

ern Border. 

SEC. 403. ACCESS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE AND THE INS TO CERTAIN 
IDENTIFYING INFORMATION IN THE 
CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORDS OF 
VISA APPLICANTS AND APPLICANTS 
FOR ADMISSION TO THE UNITED 
STATES.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE IMMIGRATION AND

NATIONALITY ACT.—Section 105 of the Immi-

gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1105) is 

amended—

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘; 

DATA EXCHANGE’’ after ‘‘SECURITY OFFICERS’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ after ‘‘SEC. 105.’’; 

(3) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘and bor-

der’’ after ‘‘internal’’ the second place it ap-

pears; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b)(1) The Attorney General and the Di-

rector of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

shall provide the Department of State and 

the Service access to the criminal history 

record information contained in the National 

Crime Information Center’s Interstate Iden-

tification Index (NCIC-III), Wanted Persons 

File, and to any other files maintained by 

the National Crime Information Center that 

may be mutually agreed upon by the Attor-

ney General and the agency receiving the ac-

cess, for the purpose of determining whether 

or not a visa applicant or applicant for ad-

mission has a criminal history record in-

dexed in any such file. 

‘‘(2) Such access shall be provided by 

means of extracts of the records for place-

ment in the automated visa lookout or other 

appropriate database, and shall be provided 

without any fee or charge. 

‘‘(3) The Federal Bureau of Investigation 

shall provide periodic updates of the extracts 

at intervals mutually agreed upon with the 

agency receiving the access. Upon receipt of 

such updated extracts, the receiving agency 

shall make corresponding updates to its 

database and destroy previously provided ex-

tracts.

‘‘(4) Access to an extract does not entitle 

the Department of State to obtain the full 

content of the corresponding automated 

criminal history record. To obtain the full 

content of a criminal history record, the De-

partment of State shall submit the appli-

cant’s fingerprints and any appropriate fin-

gerprint processing fee authorized by law to 

the Criminal Justice Information Services 

Division of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-

tion.

‘‘(c) The provision of the extracts described 

in subsection (b) may be reconsidered by the 

Attorney General and the receiving agency 

upon the development and deployment of a 

more cost-effective and efficient means of 

sharing the information. 

‘‘(d) For purposes of administering this 

section, the Department of State shall, prior 

to receiving access to NCIC data but not 

later than 4 months after the date of enact-

ment of this subsection, promulgate final 

regulations—

‘‘(1) to implement procedures for the tak-

ing of fingerprints; and 

‘‘(2) to establish the conditions for the use 

of the information received from the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation, in order— 

‘‘(A) to limit the redissemination of such 

information;

‘‘(B) to ensure that such information is 

used solely to determine whether or not to 

issue a visa to an alien or to admit an alien 

to the United States; 

‘‘(C) to ensure the security, confiden-

tiality, and destruction of such information; 

and

‘‘(D) to protect any privacy rights of indi-

viduals who are subjects of such informa-

tion.’’.

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 

than 2 years after the date of enactment of 

this Act, the Attorney General and the Sec-

retary of State jointly shall report to Con-

gress on the implementation of the amend-

ments made by this section. 

(c) TECHNOLOGY STANDARD TO CONFIRM

IDENTITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General and 

the Secretary of State jointly, through the 

National Institute of Standards and Tech-

nology (NIST), and in consultation with the 

Secretary of the Treasury and other Federal 

law enforcement and intelligence agencies 

the Attorney General or Secretary of State 

deems appropriate, shall within 2 years after 

the date of enactment of this section, de-

velop and certify a technology standard that 

can confirm the identity of a person applying 

for a United States visa or such person seek-

ing to enter the United States pursuant to a 

visa.

(2) INTEGRATED.—The technology standard 

developed pursuant to paragraph (1), shall be 

the technological basis for a cross-agency, 

cross-platform electronic system that is a 

cost-effective, efficient, fully integrated 

means to share law enforcement and intel-

ligence information necessary to confirm the 

identity of such persons applying for a 

United States visa or such person seeking to 

enter the United States pursuant to a visa. 

(3) ACCESSIBLE.—The electronic system de-

scribed in paragraph (2), once implemented, 

shall be readily and easily accessible to— 

(A) all consular officers responsible for the 

issuance of visas; 

(B) all Federal inspection agents at all 

United States border inspection points; and 

(C) all law enforcement and intelligence of-

ficers as determined by regulation to be re-

sponsible for investigation or identification 

of aliens admitted to the United States pur-

suant to a visa. 

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 

after the date of enactment of this Act, and 

every 2 years thereafter, the Attorney Gen-

eral and the Secretary of State shall jointly, 

in consultation with the Secretary of Treas-

ury, report to Congress describing the devel-

opment, implementation and efficacy of the 

technology standard and electronic database 

system described in this subsection. 
(d) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 

this section, or in any other law, shall be 
construed to limit the authority of the At-
torney General or the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation to provide ac-
cess to the criminal history record informa-
tion contained in the National Crime Infor-
mation Center’s (NCIC) Interstate Identifica-
tion Index (NCIC-III), or to any other infor-
mation maintained by the NCIC, to any Fed-
eral agency or officer authorized to enforce 
or administer the immigration laws of the 
United States, for the purpose of such en-
forcement or administration, upon terms 
that are consistent with the National Crime 
Prevention and Privacy Compact Act of 1998 
(subtitle A of title II of Public Law 105–251; 
42 U.S.C. 14611–16) and section 552a of title 5, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 404. LIMITED AUTHORITY TO PAY OVER-
TIME.

The matter under the headings ‘‘Immigra-
tion And Naturalization Service: Salaries 
and Expenses, Enforcement And Border Af-
fairs’’ and ‘‘Immigration And Naturalization 
Service: Salaries and Expenses, Citizenship 
And Benefits, Immigration And Program Di-
rection’’ in the Department of Justice Ap-
propriations Act, 2001 (as enacted into law by 
Appendix B (H.R. 5548) of Public Law 106–553 
(114 Stat. 2762A–58 to 2762A–59)) is amended 
by striking the following each place it oc-
curs: ‘‘Provided, That none of the funds avail-
able to the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service shall be available to pay any em-
ployee overtime pay in an amount in excess 
of $30,000 during the calendar year beginning 
January 1, 2001:’’. 

SEC. 405. REPORT ON THE INTEGRATED AUTO-
MATED FINGERPRINT IDENTIFICA-
TION SYSTEM FOR POINTS OF 
ENTRY AND OVERSEAS CONSULAR 
POSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General, in 
consultation with the appropriate heads of 
other Federal agencies, including the Sec-
retary of State, Secretary of the Treasury, 
and the Secretary of Transportation, shall 
report to Congress on the feasibility of en-
hancing the Integrated Automated Finger-
print Identification System (IAFIS) of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and other 
identification systems in order to better 
identify a person who holds a foreign pass-
port or a visa and may be wanted in connec-
tion with a criminal investigation in the 
United States or abroad, before the issuance 
of a visa to that person or the entry or exit 
by that person from the United States. 
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(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated not 
less than $2,000,000 to carry out this section. 

Subtitle B—Enhanced Immigration 
Provisions

SEC. 411. DEFINITIONS RELATING TO TER-
RORISM.

(a) GROUNDS OF INADMISSIBILITY.—Section
212(a)(3) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B)— 

(A) in clause (i)— 

(i) by amending subclause (IV) to read as 

follows:

‘‘(IV) is a representative (as defined in 

clause (v)) of— 

‘‘(aa) a foreign terrorist organization, as 

designated by the Secretary of State under 

section 219, or 

‘‘(bb) a political, social or other similar 

group whose public endorsement of acts of 

terrorist activity the Secretary of State has 

determined undermines United States efforts 

to reduce or eliminate terrorist activities,’’; 

(ii) in subclause (V), by inserting ‘‘or’’ 

after ‘‘section 219,’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 

subclauses:

‘‘(VI) has used the alien’s position of prom-

inence within any country to endorse or 

espouse terrorist activity, or to persuade 

others to support terrorist activity or a ter-

rorist organization, in a way that the Sec-

retary of State has determined undermines 

United States efforts to reduce or eliminate 

terrorist activities, or 

‘‘(VII) is the spouse or child of an alien 

who is inadmissible under this section, if the 

activity causing the alien to be found inad-

missible occurred within the last 5 years,’’; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii), (iii), and 

(iv) as clauses (iii), (iv), and (v), respectively; 

(C) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘clause 

(iii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (iv)’’; 

(D) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—Subclause (VII) of clause 

(i) does not apply to a spouse or child— 

‘‘(I) who did not know or should not rea-

sonably have known of the activity causing 

the alien to be found inadmissible under this 

section; or 

‘‘(II) whom the consular officer or Attor-

ney General has reasonable grounds to be-

lieve has renounced the activity causing the 

alien to be found inadmissible under this sec-

tion.’’;

(E) in clause (iii) (as redesignated by sub-

paragraph (B))— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘it had been’’ before ‘‘com-

mitted in the United States’’; and 

(ii) in subclause (V)(b), by striking ‘‘or 

firearm’’ and inserting ‘‘, firearm, or other 

weapon or dangerous device’’; 

(F) by amending clause (iv) (as redesig-

nated by subparagraph (B)) to read as fol-

lows:

‘‘(iv) ENGAGE IN TERRORIST ACTIVITY DE-

FINED.—As used in this chapter, the term ‘en-

gage in terrorist activity’ means, in an indi-

vidual capacity or as a member of an organi-

zation—

‘‘(I) to commit or to incite to commit, 

under circumstances indicating an intention 

to cause death or serious bodily injury, a ter-

rorist activity; 

‘‘(II) to prepare or plan a terrorist activity; 

‘‘(III) to gather information on potential 

targets for terrorist activity; 

‘‘(IV) to solicit funds or other things of 

value for— 

‘‘(aa) a terrorist activity; 

‘‘(bb) a terrorist organization described in 

clauses (vi)(I) or (vi)(II); or 

‘‘(cc) a terrorist organization described in 

clause (vi)(III), unless the solicitor can dem-

onstrate that he did not know, and should 

not reasonably have known, that the solici-

tation would further the organization’s ter-

rorist activity; 

‘‘(V) to solicit any individual— 

‘‘(aa) to engage in conduct otherwise de-

scribed in this clause; 

‘‘(bb) for membership in a terrorist organi-

zation described in clauses (vi)(I) or (vi)(II); 

or

‘‘(cc) for membership in a terrorist organi-

zation described in clause (vi)(III), unless the 

solicitor can demonstrate that he did not 

know, and should not reasonably have 

known, that the solicitation would further 

the organization’s terrorist activity; or 

‘‘(VI) to commit an act that the actor 

knows, or reasonably should know, affords 

material support, including a safe house, 

transportation, communications, funds, 

transfer of funds or other material financial 

benefit, false documentation or identifica-

tion, weapons (including chemical, biologi-

cal, or radiological weapons), explosives, or 

training—

‘‘(aa) for the commission of a terrorist ac-

tivity;

‘‘(bb) to any individual who the actor 

knows, or reasonably should know, has com-

mitted or plans to commit a terrorist activ-

ity;

‘‘(cc) to a terrorist organization described 

in clauses (vi)(I) or (vi)(II); or 

‘‘(dd) to a terrorist organization described 

in clause (vi)(III), unless the actor can dem-

onstrate that he did not know, and should 

not reasonably have known, that the act 

would further the organization’s terrorist ac-

tivity.

This clause shall not apply to any material 

support the alien afforded to an organization 

or individual that has committed terrorist 

activity, if the Secretary of State, after con-

sultation with the Attorney General, or the 

Attorney General, after consultation with 

the Secretary of State, concludes in his sole 

unreviewable discretion, that this clause 

should not apply.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 

clause:

‘‘(vi) TERRORIST ORGANIZATION DEFINED.—

As used in clause (i)(VI) and clause (iv), the 

term ‘terrorist organization’ means an orga-

nization—

‘‘(I) designated under section 219; 

‘‘(II) otherwise designated, upon publica-

tion in the Federal Register, by the Sec-

retary of State in consultation with or upon 

the request of the Attorney General, as a ter-

rorist organization, after finding that it en-

gages in the activities described in subclause 

(I), (II), or (III) of clause (iv), or that it pro-

vides material support to further terrorist 

activity; or 

‘‘(III) that is a group of two or more indi-

viduals, whether organized or not, which en-

gages in the activities described in subclause 

(I), (II), or (III) of clause (iv).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph:

‘‘(F) ASSOCIATION WITH TERRORIST ORGANI-

ZATIONS.—Any alien who the Secretary of 

State, after consultation with the Attorney 

General, or the Attorney General, after con-

sultation with the Secretary of State, deter-

mines has been associated with a terrorist 

organization and intends while in the United 

States to engage solely, principally, or inci-

dentally in activities that could endanger 

the welfare, safety, or security of the United 

States is inadmissible.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

237(a)(4)(B) of the Immigration and Nation-

ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)(4)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 212(a)(3)(B)(iii)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 212(a)(3)(B)(iv)’’. 

(c) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION OF AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments 

made by this section shall take effect on the 

date of enactment of this Act and shall apply 

to—

(A) actions taken by an alien before, on, or 

after such date; and 

(B) all aliens, without regard to the date of 

entry or attempted entry into the United 

States—

(i) in removal proceedings on or after such 

date (except for proceedings in which there 

has been a final administrative decision be-

fore such date); or 

(ii) seeking admission to the United States 

on or after such date. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR ALIENS IN EXCLUSION

OR DEPORTATION PROCEEDINGS.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, the 

amendments made by this section shall 

apply to all aliens in exclusion or deporta-

tion proceedings on or after the date of en-

actment of this Act (except for proceedings 

in which there has been a final administra-

tive decision before such date) as if such pro-

ceedings were removal proceedings. 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR SECTION 219 ORGANIZA-

TIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS DESIGNATED UNDER

SECTION 212(a)(3)(B)(vi)(II).—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graphs (1) and (2), no alien shall be consid-

ered inadmissible under section 212(a)(3) of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 

U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)), or deportable under section 

237(a)(4)(B) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 

1227(a)(4)(B)), by reason of the amendments 

made by subsection (a), on the ground that 

the alien engaged in a terrorist activity de-

scribed in subclause (IV)(bb), (V)(bb), or 

(VI)(cc) of section 212(a)(3)(B)(iv) of such Act 

(as so amended) with respect to a group at 

any time when the group was not a terrorist 

organization designated by the Secretary of 

State under section 219 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 

1189) or otherwise designated under section 

212(a)(3)(B)(vi)(II).

(B) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Subpara-

graph (A) shall not be construed to prevent 

an alien from being considered inadmissible 

or deportable for having engaged in a ter-

rorist activity— 

(i) described in subclause (IV)(bb), (V)(bb), 

or (VI)(cc) of section 212(a)(3)(B)(iv) of such 

Act (as so amended) with respect to a ter-

rorist organization at any time when such 

organization was designated by the Sec-

retary of State under section 219 of such Act 

or otherwise designated under section 

212(a)(3)(B)(vi)(II); or 

(ii) described in subclause (IV)(cc), (V)(cc), 

or (VI)(dd) of section 212(a)(3)(B)(iv) of such 

Act (as so amended) with respect to a ter-

rorist organization described in section 

212(a)(3)(B)(vi)(III).

(4) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary of State, in 

consultation with the Attorney General, 

may determine that the amendments made 

by this section shall not apply with respect 

to actions by an alien taken outside the 

United States before the date of enactment 

of this Act upon the recommendation of a 

consular officer who has concluded that 

there is not reasonable ground to believe 

that the alien knew or reasonably should 

have known that the actions would further a 

terrorist activity. 
(c) DESIGNATION OF FOREIGN TERRORIST OR-

GANIZATIONS.—Section 219(a) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189(a)) is 
amended—
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(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting ‘‘or 

terrorism (as defined in section 140(d)(2) of 

the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 

Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (22 U.S.C. 

2656f(d)(2)) or retains the capability and in-

tent to engage in terrorist activity or ter-

rorism)’’ after ‘‘212(a)(3)(B))’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)(C), by inserting ‘‘or ter-

rorism’’ after ‘‘terrorist activity’’; 

(3) by amending paragraph (2)(A) to read as 

follows:

‘‘(A) NOTICE.—

‘‘(i) TO CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS.—Seven

days before making a designation under this 

subsection, the Secretary shall, by classified 

communication, notify the Speaker and Mi-

nority Leader of the House of Representa-

tives, the President pro tempore, Majority 

Leader, and Minority Leader of the Senate, 

and the members of the relevant commit-

tees, in writing, of the intent to designate an 

organization under this subsection, together 

with the findings made under paragraph (1) 

with respect to that organization, and the 

factual basis therefor. 

‘‘(ii) PUBLICATION IN FEDERAL REGISTER.—

The Secretary shall publish the designation 

in the Federal Register seven days after pro-

viding the notification under clause (i).’’; 

(4) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘sub-

paragraph (A)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph 

(A)(ii)’’;

(5) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘para-

graph (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 

(2)(A)(i)’’;

(6) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’; 

(7) in paragraph (4)(B), by inserting after 

the first sentence the following: ‘‘The Sec-

retary also may redesignate such organiza-

tion at the end of any 2-year redesignation 

period (but not sooner than 60 days prior to 

the termination of such period) for an addi-

tional 2-year period upon a finding that the 

relevant circumstances described in para-

graph (1) still exist. Any redesignation shall 

be effective immediately following the end of 

the prior 2-year designation or redesignation 

period unless a different effective date is pro-

vided in such redesignation.’’; 

(8) in paragraph (6)(A)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or a redesignation made 

under paragraph (4)(B)’’ after ‘‘paragraph 

(1)’’;

(B) in clause (i)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘or redesignation’’ after 

‘‘designation’’ the first place it appears; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘of the designation’’; and 

(C) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘of the des-

ignation’’;

(9) in paragraph (6)(B)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘through (4)’’ and inserting 

‘‘and (3)’’; and 

(B) by inserting at the end the following 

new sentence: ‘‘Any revocation shall take ef-

fect on the date specified in the revocation 

or upon publication in the Federal Register 

if no effective date is specified.’’; 

(10) in paragraph (7), by inserting ‘‘, or the 

revocation of a redesignation under para-

graph (6),’’ after ‘‘paragraph (5) or (6)’’; and 

(11) in paragraph (8)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘paragraph (2)(B), or if a redesigna-

tion under this subsection has become effec-

tive under paragraph (4)(B)’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or an alien in a removal 

proceeding’’ after ‘‘criminal action’’; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or redesignation’’ before 

‘‘as a defense’’. 

SEC. 412. MANDATORY DETENTION OF SUS-
PECTED TERRORISTS; HABEAS COR-
PUS; JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.) is amend-

ed by inserting after section 236 the fol-

lowing:

‘‘MANDATORY DETENTION OF SUSPECTED

TERRORISTS; HABEAS CORPUS; JUDICIAL REVIEW

‘‘SEC. 236A. (a) DETENTION OF TERRORIST

ALIENS.—

‘‘(1) CUSTODY.—The Attorney General shall 

take into custody any alien who is certified 

under paragraph (3). 

‘‘(2) RELEASE.—Except as provided in para-

graph (5), the Attorney General shall main-

tain custody of such an alien until the alien 

is removed from the United States. Such cus-

tody shall be maintained irrespective of any 

relief from removal for which the alien may 

be eligible, or any relief from removal grant-

ed the alien, until the Attorney General de-

termines that the alien is no longer an alien 

who may be certified under paragraph (3). 

‘‘(3) CERTIFICATION.—The Attorney General 

may certify an alien under this paragraph if 

the Attorney General has reasonable grounds 

to believe that the alien— 

‘‘(A) is described in section 212(a)(3)(A)(i), 

212(a)(3)(A)(iii), 212(a)(3)(B), 237(a)(4)(A)(i), 

237(a)(4)(A)(iii), or 237(a)(4)(B); or 

‘‘(B) is engaged in any other activity that 

endangers the national security of the 

United States. 

‘‘(4) NONDELEGATION.—The Attorney Gen-

eral may delegate the authority provided 

under paragraph (3) only to the Commis-

sioner. The Commissioner may not delegate 

such authority. 

‘‘(5) COMMENCEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS.—The

Attorney General shall place an alien de-

tained under paragraph (1) in removal pro-

ceedings, or shall charge the alien with a 

criminal offense, not later than 7 days after 

the commencement of such detention. If the 

requirement of the preceding sentence is not 

satisfied, the Attorney General shall release 

the alien. 
‘‘(b) HABEAS CORPUS AND JUDICIAL RE-

VIEW.—Judicial review of any action or deci-

sion relating to this section (including judi-

cial review of the merits of a determination 

made under subsection (a)(3)) is available ex-

clusively in habeas corpus proceedings in the 

United States District Court for the District 

of Columbia. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, including section 2241 of title 

28, United States Code, except as provided in 

the preceding sentence, no court shall have 

jurisdiction to review, by habeas corpus peti-

tion or otherwise, any such action or deci-

sion.
‘‘(c) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—The provi-

sions of this section shall not be applicable 

to any other provisions of the Immigration 

and Nationality Act.’’. 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

contents of the Immigration and Nationality 

Act is amended by inserting after the item 

relating to section 236 the following: 

‘‘Sec. 236A. Mandatory detention of sus-

pected terrorist; habeas corpus; 

judicial review.’’. 

(c) REPORTS.—Not later than 6 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

and every 6 months thereafter, the Attorney 

General shall submit a report to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary of the House of Rep-

resentatives and the Committee on the Judi-

ciary of the Senate, with respect to the re-

porting period, on— 

(1) the number of aliens certified under 

section 236A(a)(3) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act, as added by subsection (a); 

(2) the grounds for such certifications; 

(3) the nationalities of the aliens so cer-

tified;

(4) the length of the detention for each 

alien so certified; and 

(5) the number of aliens so certified who— 

(A) were granted any form of relief from 

removal;

(B) were removed; 

(C) the Attorney General has determined 

are no longer aliens who may be so certified; 

or

(D) were released from detention. 

SEC. 413. MULTILATERAL COOPERATION 
AGAINST TERRORISTS. 

Section 222(f) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1202(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘except that in the discre-

tion of’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘except 

that—

‘‘(1) in the discretion of’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) the Secretary of State, in the Sec-

retary’s discretion and on the basis of reci-

procity, may provide to a foreign govern-

ment information in the Department of 

State’s computerized visa lookout database 

and, when necessary and appropriate, other 

records covered by this section related to in-

formation in the database— 

‘‘(A) with regard to individual aliens, at 

any time on a case-by-case basis for the pur-

pose of preventing, investigating, or pun-

ishing acts that would constitute a crime in 

the United States, including, but not limited 

to, terrorism or trafficking in controlled 

substances, persons, or illicit weapons; or 

‘‘(B) with regard to any or all aliens in the 

database, pursuant to such conditions as the 

Secretary of State shall establish in an 

agreement with the foreign government in 

which that government agrees to use such 

information and records for the purposes de-

scribed in subparagraph (A) or to deny visas 

to persons who would be inadmissible to the 

United States.’’. 

TITLE V—REMOVING OBSTACLES TO 
INVESTIGATING TERRORISM 

SEC. 501. PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR GOV-
ERNMENT ATTORNEYS ACT OF 2001. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Professional Standards for Govern-
ment Attorneys Act of 2001’’. 

(b) PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR GOVERN-
MENT ATTORNEYS.—Section 530B of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows:

‘‘§ 530B. Professional Standards for Govern-
ment Attorneys 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) GOVERNMENT ATTORNEY.—The term 

‘Government attorney’— 

‘‘(A) means the Attorney General; the Dep-

uty Attorney General; the Solicitor General; 

the Associate Attorney General; the head of, 

and any attorney employed in, any division, 

office, board, bureau, component, or agency 

of the Department of Justice; any United 

States Attorney; any Assistant United 

States Attorney; any Special Assistant to 

the Attorney General or Special Attorney 

appointed under section 515; any Special As-

sistant United States Attorney appointed 

under section 543 who is authorized to con-

duct criminal or civil law enforcement inves-

tigations or proceedings on behalf of the 

United States; any other attorney employed 

by the Department of Justice who is author-

ized to conduct criminal or civil law enforce-

ment proceedings on behalf of the United 

States; any independent counsel, or em-

ployee of such counsel, appointed under 

chapter 40; and any outside special counsel, 

or employee of such counsel, as may be duly 

appointed by the Attorney General; and 

‘‘(B) does not include any attorney em-

ployed as an investigator or other law en-

forcement agent by the Department of Jus-

tice who is not authorized to represent the 
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United States in criminal or civil law en-

forcement litigation or to supervise such 

proceedings.

‘‘(2) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes a 

Territory and the District of Columbia. 

‘‘(b) CHOICE OF LAW.—Subject to any uni-

form national rule prescribed by the Su-

preme Court under chapter 131, the standards 

of professional responsibility that apply to a 

Government attorney with respect to the at-

torney’s work for the Government shall be— 

‘‘(1) for conduct in connection with a pro-

ceeding in or before a court, or conduct rea-

sonably intended to lead to a proceeding in 

or before a court, the standards of profes-

sional responsibility established by the rules 

and decisions of the court in or before which 

the proceeding is brought or is intended to 

be brought; 

‘‘(2) for conduct in connection with a grand 

jury proceeding, or conduct reasonably in-

tended to lead to a grand jury proceeding, 

the standards of professional responsibility 

established by the rules and decisions of the 

court under whose authority the grand jury 

was or will be impaneled; and 

‘‘(3) for all other conduct, the standards of 

professional responsibility established by the 

rules and decisions of the Federal district 

court for the judicial district in which the 

attorney principally performs his or her offi-

cial duties. 

‘‘(c) LICENSURE.—A Government attorney 

(except foreign counsel employed in special 

cases)—

‘‘(1) shall be duly licensed and authorized 

to practice as an attorney under the laws of 

a State; and 

‘‘(2) shall not be required to be a member 

of the bar of any particular State. 

‘‘(d) UNDERCOVER ACTIVITIES.—Notwith-

standing any provision of State law, includ-

ing disciplinary rules, statutes, regulations, 

constitutional provisions, or case law, a Gov-

ernment attorney may, for the purpose of en-

forcing Federal law, provide legal advice, au-

thorization, concurrence, direction, or super-

vision on conducting undercover activities, 

and any attorney employed as an investi-

gator or other law enforcement agent by the 

Department of Justice who is not authorized 

to represent the United States in criminal or 

civil law enforcement litigation or to super-

vise such proceedings may participate in 

such activities, even though such activities 

may require the use of deceit or misrepresen-

tation, where such activities are consistent 

with Federal law. 

‘‘(e) ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE.—No viola-

tion of any disciplinary, ethical, or profes-

sional conduct rule shall be construed to per-

mit the exclusion of otherwise admissible 

evidence in any Federal criminal pro-

ceedings.

‘‘(f) RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.—The Attor-

ney General shall make and amend rules of 

the Department of Justice to ensure compli-

ance with this section.’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—The analysis for chapter 31 of title 28, 

United States Code, is amended, in the item 

relating to section 530B, by striking ‘‘Ethical 

standards for attorneys for the Government’’ 

and inserting ‘‘Professional standards for 

Government attorneys’’. 

(d) REPORTS.—

(1) UNIFORM RULE.—In order to encourage 

the Supreme Court to prescribe, under chap-

ter 131 of title 28, United States Code, a uni-

form national rule for Government attorneys 

with respect to communications with rep-

resented persons and parties, not later than 

1 year after the date of enactment of this 

Act, the Judicial Conference of the United 

States shall submit to the Chief Justice of 

the United States a report, which shall in-

clude recommendations with respect to 

amending the Federal Rules of Practice and 

Procedure to provide for such a uniform na-

tional rule. 

(2) ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL CONFLICTS.—Not

later than 2 years after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the Judicial Conference of 

the United States shall submit to the Chair-

men and Ranking Members of the Commit-

tees on the Judiciary of the House of Rep-

resentatives and the Senate a report, which 

shall include— 

(A) a review of any areas of actual or po-

tential conflict between specific Federal du-

ties related to the investigation and prosecu-

tion of violations of Federal law and the reg-

ulation of Government attorneys (as that 

term is defined in section 530B of title 28, 

United States Code, as amended by this Act) 

by existing standards of professional respon-

sibility; and 

(B) recommendations with respect to 

amending the Federal Rules of Practice and 

Procedure to provide for additional rules 

governing attorney conduct to address any 

areas of actual or potential conflict identi-

fied pursuant to the review under subpara-

graph (A). 

(3) REPORT CONSIDERATIONS.—In carrying 

out paragraphs (1) and (2), the Judicial Con-

ference of the United States shall take into 

consideration—

(A) the needs and circumstances of 

multiforum and multijurisdictional litiga-

tion;

(B) the special needs and interests of the 

United States in investigating and pros-

ecuting violations of Federal criminal and 

civil law; and 

(C) practices that are approved under Fed-

eral statutory or case law or that are other-

wise consistent with traditional Federal law 

enforcement techniques. 

SEC. 502. ATTORNEY GENERAL’S AUTHORITY TO 
PAY REWARDS TO COMBAT TER-
RORISM.

(a) PAYMENT OF REWARDS TO COMBAT TER-

RORISM.—Funds available to the Attorney 

General may be used for the payment of re-

wards pursuant to public advertisements for 

assistance to the Department of Justice to 

combat terrorism and defend the Nation 

against terrorist acts, in accordance with 

procedures and regulations established or 

issued by the Attorney General. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—In making rewards under 

this section— 

(1) no such reward of $250,000 or more may 

be made or offered without the personal ap-

proval of either the Attorney General or the 

President;

(2) the Attorney General shall give written 

notice to the Chairmen and ranking minor-

ity members of the Committees on Appro-

priations and the Judiciary of the Senate 

and of the House of Representatives not later 

than 30 days after the approval of a reward 

under paragraph (1); 

(3) any executive agency or military de-

partment (as defined, respectively, in sec-

tions 105 and 102 of title 5, United States 

Code) may provide the Attorney General 

with funds for the payment of rewards; 

(4) neither the failure of the Attorney Gen-

eral to authorize a payment nor the amount 

authorized shall be subject to judicial re-

view; and 

(5) no such reward shall be subject to any 

per- or aggregate reward spending limitation 

established by law, unless that law expressly 

refers to this section, and no reward paid 

pursuant to any such offer shall count to-

ward any such aggregate reward spending 

limitation.

SEC. 503. SECRETARY OF STATE’S AUTHORITY TO 
PAY REWARDS. 

Section 36 of the State Department Basic 

Authorities Act of 1956 (Public Law 885, Au-

gust 1, 1956; 22 U.S.C. 2708) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘, including by dis-

mantling an organization in whole or signifi-

cant part; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(6) the identification or location of an in-

dividual who holds a key leadership position 

in a terrorist organization.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking para-

graphs (2) and (3) and redesignating para-

graph (4) as paragraph (2); and 

(3) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting ‘‘, ex-

cept as personally authorized by the Sec-

retary of State if he determines that offer or 

payment of an award of a larger amount is 

necessary to combat terrorism or defend the 

Nation against terrorist acts.’’ after 

‘‘$5,000,000’’.

SEC. 504. DNA IDENTIFICATION OF TERRORISTS 
AND OTHER VIOLENT OFFENDERS. 

Section 3(d)(2) of the DNA Analysis Back-

log Elimination Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 

14135a(d)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) In additional to the offenses described 

in paragraph (1), the following offenses shall 

be treated for purposes of this section as 

qualifying Federal offenses, as determined 

by the Attorney General: 

‘‘(A) Any offense listed in section 

2332b(g)(5)(B) of title 18, United States Code. 

‘‘(B) Any crime of violence (as defined in 

section 16 of title 18, United States Code). 

‘‘(C) Any attempt or conspiracy to commit 

any of the above offenses.’’. 

SEC. 505. COORDINATION WITH LAW ENFORCE-
MENT.

(a) INFORMATION ACQUIRED FROM AN ELEC-

TRONIC SURVEILLANCE.—Section 106 of the 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 

(50 U.S.C. 1806), is amended by adding at the 

end the following: 
‘‘(k)(1) Federal officers who conduct elec-

tronic surveillance to acquire foreign intel-

ligence information under this title may 

consult with Federal law enforcement offi-

cers to coordinate efforts to investigate or 

protect against— 

‘‘(A) actual or potential attack or other 

grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an 

agent of a foreign power; 

‘‘(B) sabotage or international terrorism 

by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 

power; or 

‘‘(C) clandestine intelligence activities by 

an intelligence service or network of a for-

eign power or by an agent of a foreign power. 
‘‘(2) Coordination authorized under para-

graph (1) shall not preclude the certification 

required by section 104(a)(7)(B) or the entry 

of an order under section 105.’’. 
(b) INFORMATION ACQUIRED FROM A PHYS-

ICAL SEARCH.—Section 305 of the Foreign In-

telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 

1825) is amended by adding at the end the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(k)(1) Federal officers who conduct phys-

ical searches to acquire foreign intelligence 

information under this title may consult 

with Federal law enforcement officers to co-

ordinate efforts to investigate or protect 

against—

‘‘(A) actual or potential attack or other 

grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an 

agent of a foreign power; 
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‘‘(B) sabotage or international terrorism 

by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 

power; or 

‘‘(C) clandestine intelligence activities by 

an intelligence service or network of a for-

eign power or by an agent of a foreign power. 
‘‘(2) Coordination authorized under para-

graph (1) shall not preclude the certification 

required by section 303(a)(7) or the entry of 

an order under section 304.’’. 

SEC. 506. MISCELLANEOUS NATIONAL SECURITY 
AUTHORITIES.

(a) TELEPHONE TOLL AND TRANSACTIONAL

RECORDS.—Section 2709(b) of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by inserting ‘‘at Bureau headquarters or a 

Special Agent in Charge in a Bureau field of-

fice designated by the Director’’ after ‘‘As-

sistant Director’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘made that’’ and all that 

follows and inserting the following: ‘‘made 

that the name, address, length of service, 

and toll billing records sought are relevant 

to an authorized investigation to protect 

against international terrorism or clandes-

tine intelligence activities, provided that 

such an investigation of a United States per-

son is not conducted solely on the basis of 

activities protected by the first amendment 

to the Constitution of the United States; 

and’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘made that’’ and all that 

follows and inserting the following: ‘‘made 

that the information sought is relevant to an 

authorized investigation to protect against 

international terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such an in-

vestigation of a United States person is not 

conducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States.’’. 
(b) FINANCIAL RECORDS.—Section

1114(a)(5)(A) of the Right to Financial Pri-

vacy Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3414(a)(5)(A)) is 

amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director at Bureau 

headquarters or a Special Agent in Charge in 

a Bureau field office designated by the Direc-

tor’’ after ‘‘designee’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘sought’’ and all that fol-

lows and inserting ‘‘sought for foreign 

counter intelligence purposes to protect 

against international terrorism or clandes-

tine intelligence activities, provided that 

such an investigation of a United States per-

son is not conducted solely upon the basis of 

activities protected by the first amendment 

to the Constitution of the United States.’’. 
(c) CONSUMER REPORTS.—Section 624 of the 

Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681u) is 

amended—

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director at Bureau 

headquarters or a Special Agent in Charge of 

a Bureau field office designated by the Direc-

tor’’ after ‘‘designee’’ the first place it ap-

pears; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘in writing that’’ and all 

that follows through the end and inserting 

the following: ‘‘in writing, that such infor-

mation is sought for the conduct of an au-

thorized investigation to protect against 

international terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such an in-

vestigation of a United States person is not 

conducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director at Bureau 

headquarters or a Special Agent in Charge of 

a Bureau field office designated by the Direc-

tor’’ after ‘‘designee’’ the first place it ap-

pears; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘in writing that’’ and all 

that follows through the end and inserting 

the following: ‘‘in writing that such informa-

tion is sought for the conduct of an author-

ized investigation to protect against inter-

national terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such an in-

vestigation of a United States person is not 

conducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘in a position not lower 

than Deputy Assistant Director at Bureau 

headquarters or a Special Agent in Charge in 

a Bureau field office designated by the Direc-

tor’’ after ‘‘designee of the Director’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘in camera that’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘States.’’ and inserting 

the following: ‘‘in camera that the consumer 

report is sought for the conduct of an au-

thorized investigation to protect against 

international terrorism or clandestine intel-

ligence activities, provided that such an in-

vestigation of a United States person is not 

conducted solely upon the basis of activities 

protected by the first amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States.’’. 

SEC. 507. EXTENSION OF SECRET SERVICE JURIS-
DICTION.

(a) CONCURRENT JURISDICTION UNDER 18

U.S.C. 1030.—Section 1030(d) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 

follows:
‘‘(d)(1) The United States Secret Service 

shall, in addition to any other agency having 

such authority, have the authority to inves-

tigate offenses under this section. 
‘‘(2) The Federal Bureau of Investigation 

shall have primary authority to investigate 

offenses under subsection (a)(1) for any cases 

involving espionage, foreign counterintel-

ligence, information protected against unau-

thorized disclosure for reasons of national 

defense or foreign relations, or Restricted 

Data (as that term is defined in section 11y 

of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 

2014(y)), except for offenses affecting the du-

ties of the United States Secret Service pur-

suant to section 3056(a) of this title. 
‘‘(3) Such authority shall be exercised in 

accordance with an agreement which shall be 

entered into by the Secretary of the Treas-

ury and the Attorney General.’’. 
(b) REAUTHORIZATION OF JURISDICTION

UNDER 18 U.S.C. 1344.—Section 3056(b)(3) of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

striking ‘‘credit and debit card frauds, and 

false identification documents or devices’’ 

and inserting ‘‘access device frauds, false 

identification documents or devices, and any 

fraud or other criminal or unlawful activity 

in or against any federally insured financial 

institution’’.

SEC. 508. DISCLOSURE OF EDUCATIONAL 
RECORDS.

Section 444 of the General Education Pro-

visions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g), is amended by 

adding after subsection (i) a new subsection 

(j) to read as follows: 
‘‘(j) INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION OF

TERRORISM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

sections (a) through (i) or any provision of 

State law, the Attorney General (or any Fed-

eral officer or employee, in a position not 

lower than an Assistant Attorney General, 

designated by the Attorney General) may 

submit a written application to a court of 

competent jurisdiction for an ex parte order 

requiring an educational agency or institu-

tion to permit the Attorney General (or his 

designee) to— 

‘‘(A) collect education records in the pos-

session of the educational agency or institu-

tion that are relevant to an authorized in-

vestigation or prosecution of an offense list-

ed in section 2332b(g)(5)(B) of title 18 United 

States Code, or an act of domestic or inter-

national terrorism as defined in section 2331 

of that title; and 

‘‘(B) for official purposes related to the in-

vestigation or prosecution of an offense de-

scribed in paragraph (1)(A), retain, dissemi-

nate, and use (including as evidence at trial 

or in other administrative or judicial pro-

ceedings) such records, consistent with such 

guidelines as the Attorney General, after 

consultation with the Secretary, shall issue 

to protect confidentiality. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION AND APPROVAL.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An application under 

paragraph (1) shall certify that there are spe-

cific and articulable facts giving reason to 

believe that the education records are likely 

to contain information described in para-

graph (1)(A). 

‘‘(B) The court shall issue an order de-

scribed in paragraph (1) if the court finds 

that the application for the order includes 

the certification described in subparagraph 

(A).

‘‘(3) PROTECTION OF EDUCATIONAL AGENCY OR

INSTITUTION.—An educational agency or in-

stitution that, in good faith, produces edu-

cation records in accordance with an order 

issued under this subsection shall not be lia-

ble to any person for that production. 

‘‘(4) RECORD-KEEPING.—Subsection (b)(4) 

does not apply to education records subject 

to a court order under this subsection.’’. 

SEC. 509. DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION FROM 
NCES SURVEYS. 

Section 408 of the National Education Sta-

tistics Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9007), is amended 

by adding after subsection (b) a new sub-

section (c) to read as follows: 
‘‘(c) INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION OF

TERRORISM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

sections (a) and (b), the Attorney General (or 

any Federal officer or employee, in a posi-

tion not lower than an Assistant Attorney 

General, designated by the Attorney Gen-

eral) may submit a written application to a 

court of competent jurisdiction for an ex 

parte order requiring the Secretary to per-

mit the Attorney General (or his designee) 

to—

‘‘(A) collect reports, records, and informa-

tion (including individually identifiable in-

formation) in the possession of the center 

that are relevant to an authorized investiga-

tion or prosecution of an offense listed in 

section 2332b(g)(5)(B) of title 18, United 

States Code, or an act of domestic or inter-

national terrorism as defined in section 2331 

of that title; and 

‘‘(B) for official purposes related to the in-

vestigation or prosecution of an offense de-

scribed in paragraph (1)(A), retain, dissemi-

nate, and use (including as evidence at trial 

or in other administrative or judicial pro-

ceedings) such information, consistent with 

such guidelines as the Attorney General, 

after consultation with the Secretary, shall 

issue to protect confidentiality. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION AND APPROVAL.—
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‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An application under 

paragraph (1) shall certify that there are spe-

cific and articulable facts giving reason to 

believe that the information sought is de-

scribed in paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(B) The court shall issue an order de-

scribed in paragraph (1) if the court finds 

that the application for the order includes 

the certification described in subparagraph 

(A).

‘‘(3) PROTECTION.—An officer or employee 

of the Department who, in good faith, pro-

duces information in accordance with an 

order issued under this subsection does not 

violate subsection (b)(2) and shall not be lia-

ble to any person for that production.’’. 

TITLE VI—PROVIDING FOR VICTIMS OF 
TERRORISM, PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS, 
AND THEIR FAMILIES 

Subtitle A—Aid to Families of Public Safety 
Officers

SEC. 611. EXPEDITED PAYMENT FOR PUBLIC 
SAFETY OFFICERS INVOLVED IN THE 
PREVENTION, INVESTIGATION, RES-
CUE, OR RECOVERY EFFORTS RE-
LATED TO A TERRORIST ATTACK. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the lim-

itations of subsection (b) of section 1201 or 

the provisions of subsections (c), (d), and (e) 

of such section or section 1202 of title I of the 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 

of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796, 3796a), upon certifi-

cation (containing identification of all eligi-

ble payees of benefits pursuant to section 

1201 of such Act) by a public agency that a 

public safety officer employed by such agen-

cy was killed or suffered a catastrophic in-

jury producing permanent and total dis-

ability as a direct and proximate result of a 

personal injury sustained in the line of duty 

as described in section 1201 of such Act in 

connection with prevention, investigation, 

rescue, or recovery efforts related to a ter-

rorist attack, the Director of the Bureau of 

Justice Assistance shall authorize payment 

to qualified beneficiaries, said payment to be 

made not later than 30 days after receipt of 

such certification, benefits described under 

subpart 1 of part L of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3796 

et seq.). 
(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the terms ‘‘catastrophic injury’’, ‘‘pub-

lic agency’’, and ‘‘public safety officer’’ have 

the same meanings given such terms in sec-

tion 1204 of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-

trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 

3796b).

SEC. 612. TECHNICAL CORRECTION WITH RE-
SPECT TO EXPEDITED PAYMENTS 
FOR HEROIC PUBLIC SAFETY OFFI-
CERS.

Section 1 of Public Law 107-37 (an Act to 

provide for the expedited payment of certain 

benefits for a public safety officer who was 

killed or suffered a catastrophic injury as a 

direct and proximate result of a personal in-

jury sustained in the line of duty in connec-

tion with the terrorist attacks of September 

11, 2001) is amended by— 

(1) inserting before ‘‘by a’’ the following: 

‘‘(containing identification of all eligible 

payees of benefits pursuant to section 1201)’’; 

(2) inserting ‘‘producing permanent and 

total disability’’ after ‘‘suffered a cata-

strophic injury’’; and 

(2) striking ‘‘1201(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘1201’’. 

SEC. 613. PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFIT 
PROGRAM PAYMENT INCREASE. 

(a) PAYMENTS.—Section 1201(a) of the Om-

nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 

1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796) is amended by striking 

‘‘$100,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$250,000’’. 
(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 

by subsection (a) shall apply to any death or 

disability occurring on or after January 1, 

2001.

SEC. 614. OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS. 
Section 112 of title I of section 101(b) of di-

vision A of Public Law 105–277 and section 

108(a) of appendix A of Public Law 106–113 

(113 Stat. 1501A–20) are amended— 

(1) after ‘‘that Office’’, each place it occurs, 

by inserting ‘‘(including, notwithstanding 

any contrary provision of law (unless the 

same should expressly refer to this section), 

any organization that administers any pro-

gram established in title 1 of Public Law 90– 

351)’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘functions, including any’’ 

after ‘‘all’’. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to the Victims of 
Crime Act of 1984 

SEC. 621. CRIME VICTIMS FUND. 
(a) DEPOSIT OF GIFTS IN THE FUND.—Section

1402(b) of the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 

U.S.C. 10601(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) any gifts, bequests, or donations to the 

Fund from private entities or individuals.’’. 
(b) FORMULA FOR FUND DISTRIBUTIONS.—

Section 1402(c) of the Victims of Crime Act 

of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601(c)) is amended to read 

as follows: 
‘‘(c) FUND DISTRIBUTION; RETENTION OF

SUMS IN FUND; AVAILABILITY FOR EXPENDI-

TURE WITHOUT FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION.—

‘‘(1) Subject to the availability of money in 

the Fund, in each fiscal year, beginning with 

fiscal year 2003, the Director shall distribute 

not less than 90 percent nor more than 110 

percent of the amount distributed from the 

Fund in the previous fiscal year, except the 

Director may distribute up to 120 percent of 

the amount distributed in the previous fiscal 

year in any fiscal year that the total amount 

available in the Fund is more than 2 times 

the amount distributed in the previous fiscal 

year.

‘‘(2) In each fiscal year, the Director shall 

distribute amounts from the Fund in accord-

ance with subsection (d). All sums not dis-

tributed during a fiscal year shall remain in 

reserve in the Fund to be distributed during 

a subsequent fiscal year. Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law, all sums depos-

ited in the Fund that are not distributed 

shall remain in reserve in the Fund for obli-

gation in future fiscal years, without fiscal 

year limitation.’’. 
(c) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR COSTS AND

GRANTS.—Section 1402(d)(4) of the Victims of 

Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601(d)(4)) is 

amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘deposited in’’ and inserting 

‘‘to be distributed from’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘48.5’’ 

and inserting ‘‘47.5’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘48.5’’ 

and inserting ‘‘47.5’’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘3’’ and 

inserting ‘‘5’’. 
(d) ANTITERRORISM EMERGENCY RESERVE.—

Section 1402(d)(5) of the Victims of Crime 

Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601(d)(5)) is amended 

to read as follows: 

‘‘(5)(A) In addition to the amounts distrib-

uted under paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), the Di-

rector may set aside up to $50,000,000 from 

the amounts transferred to the Fund for use 

in responding to the airplane hijackings and 

terrorist acts that occurred on September 11, 

2001, as an antiterrorism emergency reserve. 

The Director may replenish any amounts ex-

pended from such reserve in subsequent fis-

cal years by setting aside up to 5 percent of 

the amounts remaining in the Fund in any 

fiscal year after distributing amounts under 

paragraphs (2), (3) and (4). Such reserve shall 

not exceed $50,000,000. 

‘‘(B) The antiterrorism emergency reserve 

referred to in subparagraph (A) may be used 

for supplemental grants under section 1404B 

and to provide compensation to victims of 

international terrorism under section 1404C. 

‘‘(C) Amounts in the antiterrorism emer-

gency reserve established pursuant to sub-

paragraph (A) may be carried over from fis-

cal year to fiscal year. Notwithstanding sub-

section (c) and section 619 of the Depart-

ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 

Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-

tions Act, 2001 (and any similar limitation 

on Fund obligations in any future Act, un-

less the same should expressly refer to this 

section), any such amounts carried over 

shall not be subject to any limitation on ob-

ligations from amounts deposited to or 

available in the Fund.’’. 
(e) VICTIMS OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001.— 

Amounts transferred to the Crime Victims 
Fund for use in responding to the airplane 
hijackings and terrorist acts (including any 
related search, rescue, relief, assistance, or 
other similar activities) that occurred on 

September 11, 2001, shall not be subject to 

any limitation on obligations from amounts 

deposited to or available in the Fund, not-

withstanding—

(1) section 619 of the Departments of Com-

merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 

Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, 

and any similar limitation on Fund obliga-

tions in such Act for Fiscal Year 2002; and 

(2) subsections (c) and (d) of section 1402 of 

the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 

10601).

SEC. 622. CRIME VICTIM COMPENSATION. 
(a) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR COMPENSA-

TION AND ASSISTANCE.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) 

of section 1403(a) of the Victims of Crime Act 

of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602(a)) are amended by in-

serting ‘‘in fiscal year 2002 and of 60 percent 

in subsequent fiscal years’’ after ‘‘40 per-

cent’’.
(b) LOCATION OF COMPENSABLE CRIME.—Sec-

tion 1403(b)(6)(B) of the Victims of Crime Act 

of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602(b)(6)(B)) is amended by 

striking ‘‘are outside the United States (if 

the compensable crime is terrorism, as de-

fined in section 2331 of title 18), or’’. 
(c) RELATIONSHIP OF CRIME VICTIM COM-

PENSATION TO MEANS-TESTED FEDERAL BEN-

EFIT PROGRAMS.—Section 1403 of the Victims 

of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602) is 

amended by striking subsection (c) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(c) EXCLUSION FROM INCOME, RESOURCES,

AND ASSETS FOR PURPOSES OF MEANS

TESTS.—Notwithstanding any other law 

(other than title IV of Public Law 107–42), for 

the purpose of any maximum allowed in-

come, resource, or asset eligibility require-

ment in any Federal, State, or local govern-

ment program using Federal funds that pro-

vides medical or other assistance (or pay-

ment or reimbursement of the cost of such 

assistance), any amount of crime victim 

compensation that the applicant receives 

through a crime victim compensation pro-

gram under this section shall not be included 

in the income, resources, or assets of the ap-

plicant, nor shall that amount reduce the 

amount of the assistance available to the ap-

plicant from Federal, State, or local govern-

ment programs using Federal funds, unless 

the total amount of assistance that the ap-

plicant receives from all such programs is 

sufficient to fully compensate the applicant 

for losses suffered as a result of the crime.’’. 
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(d) DEFINITIONS OF ‘‘COMPENSABLE CRIME’’

AND ‘‘STATE’’.—Section 1403(d) of the Victims 
of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602(d)) is 
amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘crimes in-

volving terrorism,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘the 

United States Virgin Islands,’’ after ‘‘the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,’’. 
(e) RELATIONSHIP OF ELIGIBLE CRIME VICTIM

COMPENSATION PROGRAMS TO THE SEPTEMBER

11TH VICTIM COMPENSATION FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1403(e) of the Vic-

tims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602(e)) 

is amended by inserting ‘‘including the pro-

gram established under title IV of Public 

Law 107–42,’’ after ‘‘Federal program,’’. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—With respect to any 

compensation payable under title IV of Pub-

lic Law 107–42, the failure of a crime victim 

compensation program, after the effective 

date of final regulations issued pursuant to 

section 407 of Public Law 107–42, to provide 

compensation otherwise required pursuant 

to section 1403 of the Victims of Crime Act of 

1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602) shall not render that 

program ineligible for future grants under 

the Victims of Crime Act of 1984. 

SEC. 623. CRIME VICTIM ASSISTANCE. 
(a) ASSISTANCE FOR VICTIMS IN THE DIS-

TRICT OF COLUMBIA, PUERTO RICO, AND OTHER

TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS.—Section
1404(a) of the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 
U.S.C. 10603(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(6) An agency of the Federal Government 

performing local law enforcement functions 

in and on behalf of the District of Columbia, 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

United States Virgin Islands, or any other 

territory or possession of the United States 

may qualify as an eligible crime victim as-

sistance program for the purpose of grants 

under this subsection, or for the purpose of 

grants under subsection (c)(1).’’. 
(b) PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION AGAINST

CERTAIN VICTIMS.—Section 1404(b)(1) of the 
Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
10603(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(F) does not discriminate against victims 

because they disagree with the way the 

State is prosecuting the criminal case.’’. 
(c) GRANTS FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION AND

COMPLIANCE EFFORTS.—Section 1404(c)(1)(A) 
of the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
10603(c)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, pro-
gram evaluation, compliance efforts,’’ after 
‘‘demonstration projects’’. 

(d) ALLOCATION OF DISCRETIONARY

GRANTS.—Section 1404(c)(2) of the Victims of 
Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10603(c)(2)) is 

amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘not 

more than’’ and inserting ‘‘not less than’’; 

and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘not 

less than’’ and inserting ‘‘not more than’’. 
(e) FELLOWSHIPS AND CLINICAL INTERN-

SHIPS.—Section 1404(c)(3) of the Victims of 

Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10603(c)(3)) is 

amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(E) use funds made available to the Direc-

tor under this subsection— 

‘‘(i) for fellowships and clinical intern-

ships; and 

‘‘(ii) to carry out programs of training and 

special workshops for the presentation and 

dissemination of information resulting from 

demonstrations, surveys, and special 

projects.’’.

SEC. 624. VICTIMS OF TERRORISM. 

(a) COMPENSATION AND ASSISTANCE TO VIC-

TIMS OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM.—Section

1404B(b) of the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 

(42 U.S.C. 10603b(b)) is amended to read as 

follows:

‘‘(b) VICTIMS OF TERRORISM WITHIN THE

UNITED STATES.—The Director may make 

supplemental grants as provided in section 

1402(d)(5) to States for eligible crime victim 

compensation and assistance programs, and 

to victim service organizations, public agen-

cies (including Federal, State, or local gov-

ernments) and nongovernmental organiza-

tions that provide assistance to victims of 

crime, which shall be used to provide emer-

gency relief, including crisis response ef-

forts, assistance, compensation, training and 

technical assistance, and ongoing assistance, 

including during any investigation or pros-

ecution, to victims of terrorist acts or mass 

violence occurring within the United 

States.’’.

(b) ASSISTANCE TO VICTIMS OF INTER-

NATIONAL TERRORISM.—Section 1404B(a)(1) of 

the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 

10603b(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘who are 

not persons eligible for compensation under 

title VIII of the Omnibus Diplomatic Secu-

rity and Antiterrorism Act of 1986’’. 

(c) COMPENSATION TO VICTIMS OF INTER-

NATIONAL TERRORISM.—Section 1404C(b) of 

the Victims of Crime of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 

10603c(b)) is amended by adding at the end 

the following: ‘‘The amount of compensation 

awarded to a victim under this subsection 

shall be reduced by any amount that the vic-

tim received in connection with the same act 

of international terrorism under title VIII of 

the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and 

Antiterrorism Act of 1986.’’. 

TITLE VII—INCREASED INFORMATION 
SHARING FOR CRITICAL INFRASTRUC-
TURE PROTECTION 

SEC. 711. EXPANSION OF REGIONAL INFORMA-
TION SHARING SYSTEM TO FACILI-
TATE FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT RESPONSE RELATED 
TO TERRORIST ATTACKS. 

Section 1301 of title I of the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 

(42 U.S.C. 3796h) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘and ter-

rorist conspiracies and activities’’ after ‘‘ac-

tivities’’;

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(4) establishing and operating secure in-

formation sharing systems to enhance the 

investigation and prosecution abilities of 

participating enforcement agencies in ad-

dressing multi-jurisdictional terrorist con-

spiracies and activities; and (5)’’; and 

(3) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION TO

THE BUREAU OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE.—There

are authorized to be appropriated to the Bu-

reau of Justice Assistance to carry out this 

section $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 and 

$100,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.’’. 

TITLE VIII—STRENGTHENING THE 
CRIMINAL LAWS AGAINST TERRORISM 

SEC. 801. TERRORIST ATTACKS AND OTHER ACTS 
OF VIOLENCE AGAINST MASS TRANS-
PORTATION SYSTEMS. 

Chapter 97 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘§ 1993. Terrorist attacks and other acts of vi-
olence against mass transportation systems 
‘‘(a) GENERAL PROHIBITIONS.—Whoever will-

fully—

‘‘(1) wrecks, derails, sets fire to, or disables 

a mass transportation vehicle or ferry; 

‘‘(2) places or causes to be placed any bio-

logical agent or toxin for use as a weapon, 

destructive substance, or destructive device 

in, upon, or near a mass transportation vehi-

cle or ferry, without previously obtaining 

the permission of the mass transportation 

provider, and with intent to endanger the 

safety of any passenger or employee of the 

mass transportation provider, or with a 

reckless disregard for the safety of human 

life;

‘‘(3) sets fire to, or places any biological 

agent or toxin for use as a weapon, destruc-

tive substance, or destructive device in, 

upon, or near any garage, terminal, struc-

ture, supply, or facility used in the operation 

of, or in support of the operation of, a mass 

transportation vehicle or ferry, without pre-

viously obtaining the permission of the mass 

transportation provider, and knowing or 

having reason to know such activity would 

likely derail, disable, or wreck a mass trans-

portation vehicle or ferry used, operated, or 

employed by the mass transportation pro-

vider;

‘‘(4) removes appurtenances from, dam-

ages, or otherwise impairs the operation of a 

mass transportation signal system, including 

a train control system, centralized dis-

patching system, or rail grade crossing warn-

ing signal; 

‘‘(5) interferes with, disables, or incapaci-

tates any dispatcher, driver, captain, or per-

son while they are employed in dispatching, 

operating, or maintaining a mass transpor-

tation vehicle or ferry, with intent to endan-

ger the safety of any passenger or employee 

of the mass transportation provider, or with 

a reckless disregard for the safety of human 

life;

‘‘(6) commits an act, including the use of a 

dangerous weapon, with the intent to cause 

death or serious bodily injury to an em-

ployee or passenger of a mass transportation 

provider or any other person while any of the 

foregoing are on the property of a mass 

transportation provider; 

‘‘(7) conveys or causes to be conveyed false 

information, knowing the information to be 

false, concerning an attempt or alleged at-

tempt being made or to be made, to do any 

act which would be a crime prohibited by 

this subsection; or 

‘‘(8) attempts, threatens, or conspires to do 

any of the aforesaid acts, 

shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
not more than twenty years, or both, if such 
act is committed, or in the case of a threat 
or conspiracy such act would be committed, 

on, against, or affecting a mass transpor-

tation provider engaged in or affecting inter-

state or foreign commerce, or if in the course 

of committing such act, that person travels 

or communicates across a State line in order 

to commit such act, or transports materials 

across a State line in aid of the commission 

of such act. 
‘‘(b) AGGRAVATED OFFENSE.—Whoever com-

mits an offense under subsection (a) in a cir-

cumstance in which— 
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‘‘(1) the mass transportation vehicle or 

ferry was carrying a passenger at the time of 

the offense; or 

‘‘(2) the offense has resulted in the death of 

any person, 

shall be guilty of an aggravated form of the 

offense and shall be fined under this title or 

imprisoned for a term of years or for life, or 

both.
‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘biological agent’ has the 

meaning given to that term in section 178(1) 

of this title; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘dangerous weapon’ has the 

meaning given to that term in section 930 of 

this title; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘destructive device’ has the 

meaning given to that term in section 

921(a)(4) of this title; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘destructive substance’ has 

the meaning given to that term in section 31 

of this title; 

‘‘(5) the term ‘mass transportation’ has the 

meaning given to that term in section 

5302(a)(7) of title 49, United States Code, ex-

cept that the term shall include schoolbus, 

charter, and sightseeing transportation; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘serious bodily injury’ has 

the meaning given to that term in section 

1365 of this title; 

‘‘(7) the term ‘State’ has the meaning 

given to that term in section 2266 of this 

title; and 

‘‘(8) the term ‘toxin’ has the meaning given 

to that term in section 178(2) of this title.’’. 
(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 

of chapter 97 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end: 

‘‘1993. Terrorist attacks and other acts of vi-

olence against mass transpor-

tation systems.’’. 

SEC. 802. EXPANSION OF THE BIOLOGICAL WEAP-
ONS STATUTE. 

Chapter 10 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 

(1) in section 175— 

(A) in subsection (b)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘does not include’’ and in-

serting ‘‘includes’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘other than’’ after ‘‘sys-

tem for’’; and 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘bona fide research’’ after 

‘‘protective’’;

(B) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-

section (c); and 

(C) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL OFFENSE.—Whoever know-

ingly possesses any biological agent, toxin, 

or delivery system of a type or in a quantity 

that, under the circumstances, is not reason-

ably justified by a prophylactic, protective, 

bona fide research, or other peaceful purpose, 

shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 

not more than 10 years, or both. In this sub-

section, the terms ‘biological agent’ and 

‘toxin’ do not encompass any biological 

agent or toxin that is in its naturally occur-

ring environment, if the biological agent or 

toxin has not been cultivated, collected, or 

otherwise extracted from its natural 

source.’’;

(2) by inserting after section 175a the fol-

lowing:

‘‘SEC. 175b. POSSESSION BY RESTRICTED PER-
SONS.

‘‘(a) No restricted person described in sub-

section (b) shall ship or transport interstate 

or foreign commerce, or possess in or affect-

ing commerce, any biological agent or toxin, 

or receive any biological agent or toxin that 

has been shipped or transported in interstate 

or foreign commerce, if the biological agent 

or toxin is listed as a select agent in sub-

section (j) of section 72.6 of title 42, Code of 
Federal Regulations, pursuant to section 
511(d)(l) of the Antiterrorism and Effective 
Death Penalty Act of 1996 (Public Law 104– 
132), and is not exempted under subsection 
(h) of such section 72.6, or appendix A of part 
72 of the Code of Regulations. 

‘‘(b) In this section: 

‘‘(1) The term ‘select agent’ does not in-

clude any such biological agent or toxin that 

is in its naturally-occurring environment, if 

the biological agent or toxin has not been 

cultivated, collected, or otherwise extracted 

from its natural source. 
‘‘(2) The term ‘restricted person’ means an 

individual who— 

‘‘(A) is under indictment for a crime pun-

ishable by imprisonment for a term exceed-

ing 1 year; 

‘‘(B) has been convicted in any court of a 

crime punishable by imprisonment for a 

term exceeding 1 year; 

‘‘(C) is a fugitive from justice; 

‘‘(D) is an unlawful user of any controlled 

substance (as defined in section 102 of the 

Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(E) is an alien illegally or unlawfully in 

the United States; 

‘‘(F) has been adjudicated as a mental de-

fective or has been committed to any mental 

institution;

‘‘(G) is an alien (other than an alien law-

fully admitted for permanent residence) who 

is a national of a country as to which the 

Secretary of State, pursuant to section 6(j) 

of the Export Administration Act of 1979 (50 

U.S.C. App. 2405(j)), section 620A of chapter 1 

of part M of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371), or section 40(d) of chap-

ter 3 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 

U.S.C. 2780(d)), has made a determination 

(that remains in effect) that such country 

has repeatedly provided support for acts of 

international terrorism; or 

‘‘(H) has been discharged from the Armed 

Services of the United States under dishon-

orable conditions. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘alien’ has the same meaning 

as in section 1010(a)(3) of the Immigration 

and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(3)). 

‘‘(4) The term ‘lawfully admitted for per-

manent residence’ has the same meaning as 

in section 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)). 
‘‘(c) Whoever knowingly violates this sec-

tion shall be fined as provided in this title, 
imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both, 
but the prohibition contained in this section 
shall not apply with respect to any duly au-
thorized United States governmental activ-
ity.’’; and 

(3) in the chapter analysis, by inserting 

after the item relating to section 175a the 

following:

‘‘175b. Possession by restricted persons.’’. 

SEC. 803. DEFINITION OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM. 
(a) DOMESTIC TERRORISM DEFINED.—Section

2331 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)(iii), by striking ‘‘by 

assassination or kidnapping’’ and inserting 

‘‘by mass destruction, assassination, or kid-

napping’’;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’; 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) the term ‘domestic terrorism’ means 

activities that— 

‘‘(A) involve acts dangerous to human life 

that are a violation of the criminal laws of 

the United States or of any State; 

‘‘(B) appear to be intended— 

‘‘(i) to intimidate or coerce a civilian popu-

lation;

‘‘(ii) to influence the policy of a govern-

ment by intimidation or coercion; or 

‘‘(iii) to affect the conduct of a government 

by mass destruction, assassination, or kid-

napping; and 

‘‘(C) occur primarily within the territorial 

jurisdiction of the United States.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

3077(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) ‘act of terrorism’ means an act of do-

mestic or international terrorism as defined 

in section 2331;’’. 

SEC. 804. PROHIBITION AGAINST HARBORING 
TERRORISTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 

after section 2338 the following new section: 

‘‘§ 2339. Harboring or concealing terrorists 
‘‘(a) Whoever harbors or conceals any per-

son who he knows, or has reasonable grounds 

to believe, has committed, or is about to 

commit, an offense under section 32 (relating 

to destruction of aircraft or aircraft facili-

ties), section 175 (relating to biological weap-

ons), section 229 (relating to chemical weap-

ons), section 831 (relating to nuclear mate-

rials), paragraph (2) or (3) of section 844(f) 

(relating to arson and bombing of govern-

ment property risking or causing injury or 

death), section 1366(a) (relating to the de-

struction of an energy facility), section 2280 

(relating to violence against maritime navi-

gation), section 2332a (relating to weapons of 

mass destruction), or section 2332b (relating 

to acts of terrorism transcending national 

boundaries) of this title, section 236(a) (relat-

ing to sabotage of nuclear facilities or fuel) 

of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 

2284(a)), or section 46502 (relating to aircraft 

piracy) of title 49, shall be fined under this 

title or imprisoned not more than ten years, 

or both.’’. 
‘‘(b) A violation of this section may be 

prosecuted in any Federal judicial district in 

which the underlying offense was committed, 

or in any other Federal judicial district as 

provided by law.’’. 
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 

analysis for chapter 113B of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended by inserting after 

the item for section 2338 the following: 

‘‘2339. Harboring or concealing terrorists.’’. 

SEC. 805. JURISDICTION OVER CRIMES COM-
MITTED AT U.S. FACILITIES ABROAD. 

Section 7 of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(9) With respect to offenses committed by 

or against a United States national, as de-

fined in section 1203(c) of this title— 

‘‘(A) the premises of United States diplo-

matic, consular, military or other United 

States Government missions or entities in 

foreign States, including the buildings, parts 

of buildings, and land appurtenant or ancil-

lary thereto or used for purposes of those 

missions or entities, irrespective of owner-

ship; and 

‘‘(B) residences in foreign States and the 

land appurtenant or ancillary thereto, irre-

spective of ownership, used for purposes of 

those missions or entities or used by United 

States personnel assigned to those missions 

or entities. 

Nothing in this paragraph shall be deemed to 

supersede any treaty or international agree-

ment in force on the date of enactment of 

this paragraph with which this paragraph 

conflicts. This paragraph does not apply with 

respect to an offense committed by a person 

described in section 3261(a) of this title.’’. 

SEC. 806. MATERIAL SUPPORT FOR TERRORISM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2339A of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
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(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘, within the United 

States,’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘229,’’ after ‘‘175,’’; 

(C) by inserting ‘‘1993,’’ after ‘‘1992,’’; 

(D) by inserting ‘‘, section 236 of the Atom-

ic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2284),’’ after 

‘‘of this title’’; 

(E) by inserting ‘‘or 60123(b)’’ after ‘‘46502’’; 

and

(F) by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘A violation of this section may be pros-

ecuted in any Federal judicial district in 

which the underlying offense was committed, 

or in any other Federal judicial district as 

provided by law.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or other financial securi-

ties’’ and inserting ‘‘or monetary instru-

ments or financial securities’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘expert advice or assist-

ance,’’ after ‘‘training,’’. 
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section

1956(c)(7)(D) of title 18, United States Code, is 

amended by inserting ‘‘or 2339B’’ after 

‘‘2339A’’.

SEC. 807. ASSETS OF TERRORIST ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

Section 981(a)(1) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting at the end the 

following:

‘‘(G) All assets, foreign or domestic— 

‘‘(i) of any person, entity, or organization 

engaged in planning or perpetrating any act 

of domestic or international terrorism (as 

defined in section 2331) against the United 

States, citizens or residents of the United 

States, or their property, and all assets, for-

eign or domestic, affording any person a 

source of influence over any such entity or 

organization;

‘‘(ii) acquired or maintained by any person 

for the purpose of supporting, planning, con-

ducting, or concealing an act of domestic or 

international terrorism (as defined in sec-

tion 2331) against the United States, citizens 

or residents of the United States, or their 

property; or 

‘‘(iii) derived from, involved in, or used or 

intended to be used to commit any act of do-

mestic or international terrorism (as defined 

in section 2331) against the United States, 

citizens or residents of the United States, or 

their property.’’. 

SEC. 808. TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION RELATING 
TO PROVISION OF MATERIAL SUP-
PORT TO TERRORISM. 

No provision of the Trade Sanctions Re-

form and Export Enhancement Act of 2000 

(title IX of Public Law 106–387) shall be con-

strued to limit or otherwise affect section 

2339A or 2339B of title 18, United States Code. 

SEC. 809. DEFINITION OF FEDERAL CRIME OF 
TERRORISM.

Section 2332b of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f), by inserting after 

‘‘terrorism’’ the following: ‘‘and any viola-

tion of section 351(e), 844(e), 844(f)(1), 956(b), 

1361, 1366(b), 1366(c), 1751(e), 2152, or 2156 of 

this title,’’ before ‘‘and the Secretary’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(5)(B), by striking 

clauses (i) through (iii) and inserting the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(i) section 32 (relating to destruction of 

aircraft or aircraft facilities), 37 (relating to 

violence at international airports), 81 (relat-

ing to arson within special maritime and ter-

ritorial jurisdiction), 175 or 175b (relating to 

biological weapons), 229 (relating to chem-

ical weapons), 351 (a) through (d) (relating to 

congressional, cabinet, and Supreme Court 

assassination and kidnaping), 831 (relating to 

nuclear materials), 842(m) or (n) (relating to 

plastic explosives), 844(f) (2) through (3) (re-

lating to arson and bombing of Government 

property risking or causing death), 844(i) (re-

lating to arson and bombing of property used 

in interstate commerce), 930(c) (relating to 

killing or attempted killing during an at-

tack on a Federal facility with a dangerous 

weapon), 956(a)(1) (relating to conspiracy to 

murder, kidnap, or maim within special mar-

itime and territorial jurisdiction of the 

United States), 1030(a)(1) (relating to protec-

tion of computers), 1030(a)(5)(A)(i) resulting 

in damage as defined in 1030(a)(5)(B)(ii) 

through (v) (relating to protection of com-

puters), 1114 (relating to killing or attempted 

killing of officers and employees of the 

United States), 1116 (relating to murder or 

manslaughter of foreign officials, official 

guests, or internationally protected persons), 

1203 (relating to hostage taking), 1362 (relat-

ing to destruction of communication lines, 

stations, or systems), 1363 (relating to injury 

to buildings or property within special mari-

time and territorial jurisdiction of the 

United States), 1366(a) (relating to destruc-

tion of an energy facility), 1751 (a) through 

(d) (relating to Presidential and Presidential 

staff assassination and kidnaping), 1992 (re-

lating to wrecking trains), 1993 (relating to 

terrorist attacks and other acts of violence 

against mass transportation systems), 2155 

(relating to destruction of national defense 

materials, premises, or utilities), 2280 (relat-

ing to violence against maritime naviga-

tion), 2281 (relating to violence against mari-

time fixed platforms), 2332 (relating to cer-

tain homicides and other violence against 

United States nationals occurring outside of 

the United States), 2332a (relating to use of 

weapons of mass destruction), 2332b (relating 

to acts of terrorism transcending national 

boundaries), 2339 (relating to harboring ter-

rorists), 2339A (relating to providing mate-

rial support to terrorists), 2339B (relating to 

providing material support to terrorist orga-

nizations), or 2340A (relating to torture) of 

this title; 

‘‘(ii) section 236 (relating to sabotage of nu-

clear facilities or fuel) of the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2284); or 

‘‘(iii) section 46502 (relating to aircraft pi-

racy), the second sentence of section 46504 

(relating to assault on a flight crew with a 

dangerous weapon), section 46505(b)(3) or (c) 

(relating to explosive or incendiary devices, 

or endangerment of human life by means of 

weapons, on aircraft), section 46506 if homi-

cide or attempted homicide is involved (re-

lating to application of certain criminal laws 

to acts on aircraft), or section 60123(b) (relat-

ing to destruction of interstate gas or haz-

ardous liquid pipeline facility) of title 49.’’. 

SEC. 810. NO STATUTE OF LIMITATION FOR CER-
TAIN TERRORISM OFFENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3286 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 

follows:

‘‘§ 3286. Extension of statute of limitation for 
certain terrorism offenses. 
‘‘(a) EIGHT-YEAR LIMITATION.—Notwith-

standing section 3282, no person shall be 

prosecuted, tried, or punished for any non-

capital offense involving a violation of any 

provision listed in section 2332b(g)(5)(B) 

other than a provision listed in section 3295, 

or a violation of section 112, 351(e), 1361, or 

1751(e) of this title, or section 46504, 46505, or 

46506 of title 49, unless the indictment is 

found or the information is instituted within 

8 years after the offense was committed. 
‘‘(b) NO LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 

other law, an indictment may be found or an 

information instituted at any time without 

limitation for any offense listed in section 

2332b(g)(5)(B), if the commission of such of-
fense resulted in, or created a forseeable risk 
of, death or serious bodily injury to another 
person.’’.

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to the prosecution 
of any offense committed before, on, or after 
the date of enactment of this section. 

SEC. 811. ALTERNATE MAXIMUM PENALTIES FOR 
TERRORISM OFFENSES. 

(a) ARSON.—Section 81 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended in the second undes-
ignated paragraph by striking ‘‘not more 
than twenty years’’ and inserting ‘‘for any 
term of years or for life’’. 

(b) DESTRUCTION OF AN ENERGY FACILITY.—
Section 1366 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘ten’’ and 

inserting ‘‘20’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) Whoever is convicted of a violation of 

subsection (a) or (b) that has resulted in the 
death of any person shall be subject to im-
prisonment for any term of years or life.’’. 

(c) MATERIAL SUPPORT TO TERRORISTS.—
Section 2339A(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘10’’ and inserting ‘‘15’’; and 

(2) by striking the period and inserting 

‘‘and, if the death of any person results, shall 

be imprisoned for any term of years or for 

life.’’.
(d) MATERIAL SUPPORT TO DESIGNATED FOR-

EIGN TERRORIST ORGANIZATIONS.—Section
2339B(a)(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘10’’ and inserting ‘‘15’’; and 

(2) by striking the period after ‘‘or both’’ 

and inserting ‘‘and, if the death of any per-

son results, shall be imprisoned for any term 

of years or for life.’’. 
(e) DESTRUCTION OF NATIONAL-DEFENSE MA-

TERIALS.—Section 2155(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘ten’’ and inserting ‘‘20’’; 

and

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘, and, if death results to any person, 

shall be imprisoned for any term of years or 

for life.’’. 
(f) SABOTAGE OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES OR

FUEL.—Section 236 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2284), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘ten’’ each place it appears 

and inserting ‘‘20’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘, and, if death re-

sults to any person, shall be imprisoned for 

any term of years or for life.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘, and, if death re-

sults to any person, shall be imprisoned for 

any term of years or for life.’’. 
(g) SPECIAL AIRCRAFT JURISDICTION OF THE

UNITED STATES.—Section 46505(c) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘15’’ and inserting ‘‘20’’; and 

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘, and, if death results to any person, 

shall be imprisoned for any term of years or 

for life.’’. 
(h) DAMAGING OR DESTROYING AN INTER-

STATE GAS OR HAZARDOUS LIQUID PIPELINE

FACILITY.—Section 60123(b) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘15’’ and inserting ‘‘20’’; and 

(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘, and, if death results to any person, 

shall be imprisoned for any term of years or 

for life.’’. 

SEC. 812. PENALTIES FOR TERRORIST CONSPIR-
ACIES.

(a) ARSON.—Section 81 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended in the first undesig-
nated paragraph— 
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(1) by striking ‘‘, or attempts to set fire to 

or burn’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be impris-

oned’’.
(b) KILLINGS IN FEDERAL FACILITIES.—

(1) Section 930(c) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or attempts to kill’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be pun-

ished’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘and 1113’’ and inserting 

‘‘1113, and 1117’’. 

(2) Section 1117 of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘930(c),’’ after 

‘‘section’’.
(c) COMMUNICATIONS LINES, STATIONS, OR

SYSTEMS.—Section 1362 of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended in the first undesig-

nated paragraph— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or attempts willfully or 

maliciously to injure or destroy’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be fined’’. 
(d) BUILDINGS OR PROPERTY WITHIN SPECIAL

MARITIME AND TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.—

Section 1363 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or attempts to destroy or 

injure’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be fined’’ 

the first place it appears. 
(e) WRECKING TRAINS.—Section 1992 of title 

18, United States Code, is amended by adding 

at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) A person who conspires to commit any 

offense defined in this section shall be sub-

ject to the same penalties (other than the 

penalty of death) as the penalties prescribed 

for the offense, the commission of which was 

the object of the conspiracy.’’. 
(f) MATERIAL SUPPORT TO TERRORISTS.—

Section 2339A of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by inserting ‘‘or attempts or con-

spires to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be 

fined’’.
(g) TORTURE.—Section 2340A of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 

the end the following: 
‘‘(c) CONSPIRACY.—A person who conspires 

to commit an offense under this section shall 

be subject to the same penalties (other than 

the penalty of death) as the penalties pre-

scribed for the offense, the commission of 

which was the object of the conspiracy.’’. 
(h) SABOTAGE OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES OR

FUEL.—Section 236 of the Atomic Energy Act 

of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2284), is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘, or who intentionally and 

willfully attempts to destroy or cause phys-

ical damage to’’; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a comma; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be fined’’; 

and

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or attempts to cause’’; 

and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or attempts or conspires 

to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be fined’’. 
(i) INTERFERENCE WITH FLIGHT CREW MEM-

BERS AND ATTENDANTS.—Section 46504 of title 

49, United States Code, is amended by insert-

ing ‘‘or attempts or conspires to do such an 

act,’’ before ‘‘shall be fined’’. 
(j) SPECIAL AIRCRAFT JURISDICTION OF THE

UNITED STATES.—Section 46505 of title 49, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 

the end the following: 
‘‘(e) CONSPIRACY.—If two or more persons 

conspire to violate subsection (b) or (c), and 

one or more of such persons do any act to ef-
fect the object of the conspiracy, each of the 
parties to such conspiracy shall be punished 
as provided in such subsection.’’. 

(k) DAMAGING OR DESTROYING AN INTER-
STATE GAS OR HAZARDOUS LIQUID PIPELINE

FACILITY.—Section 60123(b) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, or attempting to damage 

or destroy,’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, or attempting or con-

spiring to do such an act,’’ before ‘‘shall be 

fined’’.

SEC. 813. POST-RELEASE SUPERVISION OF TER-
RORISTS.

Section 3583 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(j) SUPERVISED RELEASE TERMS FOR TER-
RORISM PREDICATES.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (b), the authorized term of supervised 
release for any offense listed in section 
2332b(g)(5)(B), the commission of which re-
sulted in, or created a foreseeable risk of, 
death or serious bodily injury to another 
person, is any term of years or life.’’. 

SEC. 814. INCLUSION OF ACTS OF TERRORISM AS 
RACKETEERING ACTIVITY. 

Section 1961(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or (F)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(F)’’; and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the 

end the following: ‘‘, or (G) any act that is 

indictable as an offense listed in section 

2332b(g)(5)(B)’’.

SEC. 815. DETERRENCE AND PREVENTION OF 
CYBERTERRORISM.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF PROTECTION OF PRO-
TECTED COMPUTERS.—Section 1030(a)(5) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after (A)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 

(C) as clauses (ii) and (iii), respectively; 

(3) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 

(iii), as so redesignated; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(B) caused (or, in the case of an at-

tempted offense, would, if completed, have 

caused) conduct described in clause (i), (ii), 

or (iii) of subparagraph (A) that resulted in— 

‘‘(i) loss to 1 or more persons during any 1- 

year period (including loss resulting from a 

related course of conduct affecting 1 or more 

other protected computers) aggregating at 

least $5,000 in value; 

‘‘(ii) the modification or impairment, or 

potential modification or impairment, of the 

medical examination, diagnosis, treatment, 

or care of 1 or more individuals; 

‘‘(iii) physical injury to any person; 

‘‘(iv) a threat to public health or safety; or 

‘‘(v) damage affecting a computer system 

used by or for a Government entity in fur-

therance of the administration of justice, na-

tional defense, or national security;’’. 
(b) PENALTIES.—Section 1030(c) of title 18, 

United States Code is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) — 

(i) by inserting ‘‘except as provided in sub-

paragraph (B),’’ before ‘‘a fine’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘(a)(5)(C)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(a)(5)(A)(iii)’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘and’ at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘or 

an attempt to commit an offense punishable 

under this subparagraph,’’ after ‘‘subsection 

(a)(2),’’ in the matter preceding clause (i); 

and

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘, (a)(5)(A), (a)(5)(B),’’ both 

places it appears; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘(a)(5)(C)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(a)(5)(A)(iii)’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs:

‘‘(4)(A) a fine under this title, imprison-

ment for not more than 10 years, or both, in 

the case of an offense under subsection 

(a)(5)(A)(i), or an attempt to commit an of-

fense punishable under that subsection; 

‘‘(B) a fine under this title, imprisonment 

for not more than 5 years, or both, in the 

case of an offense under subsection 

(a)(5)(A)(ii), or an attempt to commit an of-

fense punishable under that subsection; 

‘‘(C) a fine under this title, imprisonment 

for not more than 20 years, or both, in the 

case of an offense under subsection 

(a)(5)(A)(i) or (a)(5)(A)(ii), or an attempt to 

commit an offense punishable under either 

subsection, that occurs after a conviction for 

another offense under this section.’’. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (e) of section 

1030 of title 18, United States Code is amend-

ed—

(1) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘, in-

cluding a computer located outside the 

United States’’ before the semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 

(3) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 

the following new paragraph (8): 

‘‘(8) the term ‘damage’ means any impair-

ment to the integrity or availability of data, 

a program, a system, or information;’’; 

(4) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs:

‘‘(10) the term ‘conviction’ shall include a 

conviction under the law of any State for a 

crime punishable by imprisonment for more 

than 1 year, an element of which is unau-

thorized access, or exceeding authorized ac-

cess, to a computer; 

‘‘(11) the term ‘loss’ includes any reason-

able cost to any victim, including the cost of 

responding to an offense, conducting a dam-

age assessment, and restoring the data, pro-

gram, system, or information to its condi-

tion prior to the offense, and any revenue 

lost, cost incurred, or other consequential 

damages incurred because of interruption of 

service;

‘‘(12) the term ‘person’ means any indi-

vidual, firm, corporation, educational insti-

tution, financial institution, governmental 

entity, or legal or other entity;’’. 

(d) DAMAGES IN CIVIL ACTIONS.—Subsection

(g) of section 1030 of title 18, United States 

Code is amended— 

(1) by striking the second sentence and in-

serting the following new sentences: ‘‘A suit 

for a violation of subsection (a)(5) may be 

brought only if the conduct involves one of 

the factors enumerated in subsection 

(a)(5)(B). Damages for a violation involving 

only conduct described in subsection 

(a)(5)(B)(i) are limited to economic dam-

ages.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘No 

action may be brought under this subsection 

for the negligent design or manufacture of 

computer hardware, computer software, or 

firmware.’’.

(e) AMENDMENT OF SENTENCING GUIDELINES

RELATING TO CERTAIN COMPUTER FRAUD AND

ABUSE.—Pursuant to its authority under sec-

tion 994(p) of title 28, United States Code, the 

United States Sentencing Commission shall 

amend the Federal sentencing guidelines to 

ensure that any individual convicted of a 

violation of section 1030 of title 18, United 

States Code, can be subjected to appropriate 
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penalties, without regard to any mandatory 

minimum term of imprisonment. 

SEC. 816. ADDITIONAL DEFENSE TO CIVIL AC-
TIONS RELATING TO PRESERVING 
RECORDS IN RESPONSE TO GOVERN-
MENT REQUESTS. 

Section 2707(e)(1) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting after ‘‘or stat-

utory authorization’’ the following: ‘‘(includ-

ing a request of a governmental entity under 

section 2703(f) of this title)’’. 

SEC. 817. DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT OF 
CYBERSECURITY FORENSIC CAPA-
BILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

shall establish such regional computer foren-

sic laboratories as the Attorney General con-

siders appropriate, and provide support to 

existing computer forensic laboratories, in 

order that all such computer forensic labora-

tories have the capability— 

(1) to provide forensic examinations with 

respect to seized or intercepted computer 

evidence relating to criminal activity (in-

cluding cyberterrorism); 

(2) to provide training and education for 

Federal, State, and local law enforcement 

personnel and prosecutors regarding inves-

tigations, forensic analyses, and prosecu-

tions of computer-related crime (including 

cyberterrorism);

(3) to assist Federal, State, and local law 

enforcement in enforcing Federal, State, and 

local criminal laws relating to computer-re-

lated crime; 

(4) to facilitate and promote the sharing of 

Federal law enforcement expertise and infor-

mation about the investigation, analysis, 

and prosecution of computer-related crime 

with State and local law enforcement per-

sonnel and prosecutors, including the use of 

multijurisdictional task forces; and 

(5) to carry out such other activities as the 

Attorney General considers appropriate. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There is hereby au-

thorized to be appropriated in each fiscal 

year $50,000,000 for purposes of carrying out 

this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 

pursuant to the authorization of appropria-

tions in paragraph (1) shall remain available 

until expended. 

TITLE IX—IMPROVED INTELLIGENCE 

SEC. 901. RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIRECTOR OF 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE REGARD-
ING FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE COL-
LECTED UNDER FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978.

Section 103(c) of the National Security Act 

of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) 

as paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing new paragraph (6): 

‘‘(6) establish requirements and priorities 

for foreign intelligence information to be 

collected under the Foreign Intelligence Sur-

veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), 

and provide assistance to the Attorney Gen-

eral to ensure that information derived from 

electronic surveillance or physical searches 

under that Act is disseminated so it may be 

used efficiently and effectively for foreign 

intelligence purposes, except that the Direc-

tor shall have no authority to direct, man-

age, or undertake electronic surveillance op-

erations pursuant to that Act unless other-

wise authorized by statute or executive 

order;’’.

SEC. 902. INCLUSION OF INTERNATIONAL TER-
RORIST ACTIVITIES WITHIN SCOPE 
OF FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE UNDER 
NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947. 

Section 3 of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the 

period the following: ‘‘, or international ter-

rorist activities’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and ac-

tivities conducted’’ and inserting ‘‘, and ac-

tivities conducted,’’. 

SEC. 903. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE ESTAB-
LISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF 
INTELLIGENCE RELATIONSHIPS TO 
ACQUIRE INFORMATION ON TER-
RORISTS AND TERRORIST ORGANI-
ZATIONS.

It is the sense of Congress that officers and 

employees of the intelligence community of 

the Federal Government, acting within the 

course of their official duties, should be en-

couraged, and should make every effort, to 

establish and maintain intelligence relation-

ships with any person, entity, or group for 

the purpose of engaging in lawful intel-

ligence activities, including the acquisition 

of information on the identity, location, fi-

nances, affiliations, capabilities, plans, or in-

tentions of a terrorist or terrorist organiza-

tion, or information on any other person, en-

tity, or group (including a foreign govern-

ment) engaged in harboring, comforting, fi-

nancing, aiding, or assisting a terrorist or 

terrorist organization. 

SEC. 904. TEMPORARY AUTHORITY TO DEFER 
SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS OF RE-
PORTS ON INTELLIGENCE AND IN-
TELLIGENCE-RELATED MATTERS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO DEFER.—The Secretary 

of Defense, Attorney General, and Director 

of Central Intelligence each may, during the 

effective period of this section, defer the 

date of submittal to Congress of any covered 

intelligence report under the jurisdiction of 

such official until February 1, 2002. 

(b) COVERED INTELLIGENCE REPORT.—Ex-

cept as provided in subsection (c), for pur-

poses of subsection (a), a covered intel-

ligence report is as follows: 

(1) Any report on intelligence or intel-

ligence-related activities of the United 

States Government that is required to be 

submitted to Congress by an element of the 

intelligence community during the effective 

period of this section. 

(2) Any report or other matter that is re-

quired to be submitted to the Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence of the Senate and Per-

manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 

the House of Representatives by the Depart-

ment of Defense or the Department of Jus-

tice during the effective period of this sec-

tion.

(c) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN REPORTS.—For

purposes of subsection (a), any report re-

quired by section 502 or 503 of the National 

Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 413a, 413b) is 

not a covered intelligence report. 

(d) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—Upon deferring 

the date of submittal to Congress of a cov-

ered intelligence report under subsection (a), 

the official deferring the date of submittal of 

the covered intelligence report shall submit 

to Congress notice of the deferral. Notice of 

deferral of a report shall specify the provi-

sion of law, if any, under which the report 

would otherwise be submitted to Congress. 

(e) EXTENSION OF DEFERRAL.—(1) Each offi-

cial specified in subsection (a) may defer the 

date of submittal to Congress of a covered 

intelligence report under the jurisdiction of 

such official to a date after February 1, 2002, 

if such official submits to the committees of 

Congress specified in subsection (b)(2) before 

February 1, 2002, a certification that prepa-

ration and submittal of the covered intel-

ligence report on February 1, 2002, will im-

pede the work of officers or employees who 

are engaged in counterterrorism activities. 
(2) A certification under paragraph (1) with 

respect to a covered intelligence report shall 

specify the date on which the covered intel-

ligence report will be submitted to Congress. 
(f) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—The effective period 

of this section is the period beginning on the 

date of the enactment of this Act and ending 

on February 1, 2002. 
(g) ELEMENT OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMU-

NITY DEFINED.—In this section, the term 

‘‘element of the intelligence community’’ 

means any element of the intelligence com-

munity specified or designated under section 

3(4) of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 

U.S.C. 401a(4)). 

SEC. 905. DISCLOSURE TO DIRECTOR OF CEN-
TRAL INTELLIGENCE OF FOREIGN 
INTELLIGENCE-RELATED INFORMA-
TION WITH RESPECT TO CRIMINAL 
INVESTIGATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the National Se-

curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 402 et seq.) is 

amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection 105B as sec-

tion 105C; and 

(2) by inserting after section 105A the fol-

lowing new section 105B: 

‘‘DISCLOSURE OF FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE AC-

QUIRED IN CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS; NOTICE

OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS OF FOREIGN IN-

TELLIGENCE SOURCES

‘‘SEC. 105B. (a) DISCLOSURE OF FOREIGN IN-

TELLIGENCE.—(1) Except as otherwise pro-

vided by law and subject to paragraph (2), 

the Attorney General, or the head of any 

other department or agency of the Federal 

Government with law enforcement respon-

sibilities, shall expeditiously disclose to the 

Director of Central Intelligence, pursuant to 

guidelines developed by the Attorney Gen-

eral in consultation with the Director, for-

eign intelligence acquired by an element of 

the Department of Justice or an element of 

such department or agency, as the case may 

be, in the course of a criminal investigation. 
‘‘(2) The Attorney General by regulation 

and in consultation with the Director of Cen-

tral Intelligence may provide for exceptions 

to the applicability of paragraph (1) for one 

or more classes of foreign intelligence, or 

foreign intelligence with respect to one or 

more targets or matters, if the Attorney 

General determines that disclosure of such 

foreign intelligence under that paragraph 

would jeopardize an ongoing law enforce-

ment investigation or impair other signifi-

cant law enforcement interests. 
‘‘(b) PROCEDURES FOR NOTICE OF CRIMINAL

INVESTIGATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this section, 

the Attorney General, in consultation with 

the Director of Central Intelligence, shall de-

velop guidelines to ensure that after receipt 

of a report from an element of the intel-

ligence community of activity of a foreign 

intelligence source or potential foreign intel-

ligence source that may warrant investiga-

tion as criminal activity, the Attorney Gen-

eral provides notice to the Director of Cen-

tral Intelligence, within a reasonable period 

of time, of his intention to commence, or de-

cline to commence, a criminal investigation 

of such activity. 
‘‘(c) PROCEDURES.—The Attorney General 

shall develop procedures for the administra-

tion of this section, including the disclosure 

of foreign intelligence by elements of the De-

partment of Justice, and elements of other 

departments and agencies of the Federal 
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Government, under subsection (a) and the 

provision of notice with respect to criminal 

investigations under subsection (b).’’. 
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

contents in the first section of that Act is 

amended by striking the item relating to 

section 105B and inserting the following new 

items:

‘‘Sec. 105B. Disclosure of foreign intel-

ligence acquired in criminal in-

vestigations; notice of criminal 

investigations of foreign intel-

ligence sources. 
‘‘Sec. 105C. Protection of the operational 

files of the National Imagery 

and Mapping Agency.’’. 

SEC. 906. FOREIGN TERRORIST ASSET TRACKING 
CENTER.

(a) REPORT ON RECONFIGURATION.—Not

later than February 1, 2002, the Attorney 

General, the Director of Central Intelligence, 

and the Secretary of the Treasury shall 

jointly submit to Congress a report on the 

feasibility and desirability of reconfiguring 

the Foreign Terrorist Asset Tracking Center 

and the Office of Foreign Assets Control of 

the Department of the Treasury in order to 

establish a capability to provide for the ef-

fective and efficient analysis and dissemina-

tion of foreign intelligence relating to the fi-

nancial capabilities and resources of inter-

national terrorist organizations. 
(b) REPORT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) In pre-

paring the report under subsection (a), the 

Attorney General, the Secretary, and the Di-

rector shall consider whether, and to what 

extent, the capacities and resources of the 

Financial Crimes Enforcement Center of the 

Department of the Treasury may be inte-

grated into the capability contemplated by 

the report. 
(2) If the Attorney General, Secretary, and 

the Director determine that it is feasible and 

desirable to undertake the reconfiguration 

described in subsection (a) in order to estab-

lish the capability described in that sub-

section, the Attorney General, the Sec-

retary, and the Director shall include with 

the report under that subsection a detailed 

proposal for legislation to achieve the recon-

figuration.

SEC. 907. NATIONAL VIRTUAL TRANSLATION CEN-
TER.

(a) REPORT ON ESTABLISHMENT.—(1) Not 

later than February 1, 2002, the Director of 

Central Intelligence shall, in consultation 

with the Director of the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation, submit to the appropriate 

committees of Congress a report on the es-

tablishment and maintenance within the in-

telligence community of an element for pur-

poses of providing timely and accurate trans-

lations of foreign intelligence for all other 

elements of the intelligence community. In 

the report, the element shall be referred to 

as the ‘‘National Virtual Translation Cen-

ter’’.
(2) The report on the element described in 

paragraph (1) shall discuss the use of state- 

of-the-art communications technology, the 

integration of existing translation capabili-

ties in the intelligence community, and the 

utilization of remote-connection capacities 

so as to minimize the need for a central 

physical facility for the element. 
(b) RESOURCES.—The report on the element 

required by subsection (a) shall address the 

following:

(1) The assignment to the element of a 

staff of individuals possessing a broad range 

of linguistic and translation skills appro-

priate for the purposes of the element. 

(2) The provision to the element of commu-

nications capabilities and systems that are 

commensurate with the most current and so-

phisticated communications capabilities and 

systems available to other elements of intel-

ligence community. 

(3) The assurance, to the maximum extent 

practicable, that the communications capa-

bilities and systems provided to the element 

will be compatible with communications ca-

pabilities and systems utilized by the Fed-

eral Bureau of Investigation in securing 

timely and accurate translations of foreign 

language materials for law enforcement in-

vestigations.

(4) The development of a communications 

infrastructure to ensure the efficient and se-

cure use of the translation capabilities of the 

element.
(c) SECURE COMMUNICATIONS.—The report 

shall include a discussion of the creation of 

secure electronic communications between 

the element described by subsection (a) and 

the other elements of the intelligence com-

munity.
(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE.—The term ‘‘for-

eign intelligence’’ has the meaning given 

that term in section 3(2) of the National Se-

curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a(2)). 

(2) ELEMENT OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMU-

NITY.—The term ‘‘element of the intelligence 

community’’ means any element of the intel-

ligence community specified or designated 

under section 3(4) of the National Security 

Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a(4)). 

SEC. 908. TRAINING OF GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 
REGARDING IDENTIFICATION AND 
USE OF FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Attorney 

General shall, in consultation with the Di-

rector of Central Intelligence, carry out a 

program to provide appropriate training to 

officials described in subsection (b) in order 

to assist such officials in— 

(1) identifying foreign intelligence infor-

mation in the course of their duties; and 

(2) utilizing foreign intelligence informa-

tion in the course of their duties, to the ex-

tent that the utilization of such information 

is appropriate for such duties. 
(b) OFFICIALS.—The officials provided 

training under subsection (a) are, at the dis-

cretion of the Attorney General and the Di-

rector, the following: 

(1) Officials of the Federal Government 

who are not ordinarily engaged in the collec-

tion, dissemination, and use of foreign intel-

ligence in the performance of their duties. 

(2) Officials of State and local governments 

who encounter, or may encounter in the 

course of a terrorist event, foreign intel-

ligence in the performance of their duties. 
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is hereby authorized to be appro-

priated for the Department of Justice such 

sums as may be necessary for purposes of 

carrying out the program required by sub-

section (a). 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S.J. Res. 24. A joint resolution hon-

oring Maureen Reagan on the occasion 

of her death and expressing condo-

lences to her family, including her hus-

band Dennis Revell and her daughter 

Rita Revell; to the Committee on the 

Judiciary.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the text of the 

joint resolution be printed in the 

RECORD.
There being no objection, the joint 

resolution was ordered to be printed in 

the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 24 

Whereas the Congress is greatly saddened 

by the tragic death of Maureen Reagan on 

August 8, 2001; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan’s love of life and 

countless contributions to family and the 

Nation serve as an inspiration to millions; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan was a remark-

able advocate for a number of causes and had 

many passions, the greatest being her dedi-

cation to addressing the scourge of Alz-

heimer’s disease; 

Whereas in 1994 when former President 

Ronald Reagan announced that he had been 

diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease, Maureen 

Reagan joined her father and Nancy Reagan 

in the fight against Alzheimer’s disease and 

became a national spokesperson for the Alz-

heimer’s Association; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan served as a tire-

less advocate to raise public awareness about 

Alzheimer’s disease, support care givers, and 

substantially increase the Nation’s commit-

ment to research on Alzheimer’s disease; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan helped inspire 

the Congress to increase Federal research 

funding for Alzheimer’s disease by amounts 

proportionate to increases in research fund-

ing for other major diseases; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan went far beyond 

merely lending her name to the work of the 

Alzheimer’s Association: she was a hands-on 

activist on the association’s board of direc-

tors, a masterful fund-raiser, a forceful advo-

cate, and a selfless and constant traveler to 

anywhere and everywhere Alzheimer’s advo-

cates needed help; 

Whereas at every stop she made and every 

event she attended in her efforts to eradicate 

Alzheimer’s disease through research, 

Maureen Reagan emphasized that research-

ers are in a ‘‘race against time before Alz-

heimer’s reaches epidemic levels’’ with the 

aging of the Baby Boomers; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan stated before the 

Congress in 2000 that ‘‘14 million Baby 

Boomers are living with a death sentence of 

Alzheimer’s today’’; 

Whereas despite her declining health, 

Maureen Reagan never decreased her efforts 

in her battle to eliminate Alzheimer’s dis-

ease;

Whereas during the last six months of her 

life, from her hospital bed and home, 

Maureen Reagan urged the Congress to in-

vest $1,000,000,000 to fund research at the Na-

tional Institutes of Health focused on Alz-

heimer’s disease; 

Whereas Maureen Reagan said, ‘‘The best 

scientific minds have been brought into the 

race against Alzheimer’s, a solid infrastruc-

ture is in place, and the path for further in-

vestigations is clear. What’s missing is the 

money, especially the Federal investment, to 

keep up the pace.’’; and 

Whereas Maureen Reagan’s remarkable ad-

vocacy for the millions affected and afflicted 

by Alzheimer’s disease will forever serve as 

an inspiration to continue and ultimately 

win the battle against the illness: Now, 

therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, That the Congress, on the 

occasion of the tragic and untimely death of 

Maureen Reagan— 

(1) recognizes Maureen Reagan as one of 

the Nation’s most beloved and forceful cham-

pions for action to cure Alzheimer’s disease 

and treat those suffering from the illness; 

and
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(2) expresses deep and heartfelt condo-

lences to the family of Maureen Reagan, in-

cluding her husband Dennis Revell and her 

daughter Rita Revell. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 

RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 168—CON-

GRATULATING AND HONORING 

CAL RIPKEN, JR. FOR HIS AMAZ-

ING AND STORYBOOK CAREER 

AS A PLAYER FOR THE BALTI-

MORE ORIOLES AND THANKING 

HIM FOR HIS CONTRIBUTIONS TO 

BASEBALL, THE STATE OF 

MARYLAND, AND THE UNITED 

STATES

Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Ms. MI-

KULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 

HUTCHINSON, and Mr. REID) submitted 

the following resolution; which was 

considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 168 

Whereas Calvin (Cal) Edwin Ripken, Jr. 

was born in Havre de Grace, Maryland on Au-

gust 24th, 1960; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. was raised in Ab-

erdeen, Maryland and taught baseball by his 

father, Cal Ripken Sr., who spent his career 

with the Baltimore Orioles where he devel-

oped the Ripken Way; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. entered the major 

leagues in 1981 as a Baltimore Oriole and 

played his entire 21 year career for the Ori-

oles, ranking third all-time in Major League 

Baseball for years played with 1 team and 

first during the period of free agency; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. redefined the 

shortstop position, both offensively by hit-

ting the most home runs as a shortstop in 

major league history and receiving the most 

Silver Slugger Awards by a shortstop, and 

defensively by setting 11 different fielding 

records;

Whereas on May 30th, 1982, Cal Ripken, Jr. 

played in the first game of his Iron Man 

Streak;

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. was named the 

American League (AL) Rookie of the Year in 

1982;

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. led the Baltimore 

Orioles to a World Championship Season in 

1983, winning the AL Most Valuable Player 

(MVP) award, becoming the first and only 

player to win the Rookie of the Year and 

MVP awards in back-to-back seasons; 

Whereas in 1987, Cal Ripken, Jr. ended his 

consecutive innings played streak with a 

record 8,243; 

Whereas in 1987, Cal Ripken, Jr., playing 

with brother Billy Ripken at second base and 

father Cal Ripken, Sr. as manager, became a 

part of the first pair of brothers to play to-

gether for their father in the history of 

Major League Baseball, making the name 

Ripken synonymous with the Baltimore Ori-

oles;

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. was the first re-

cipient of the Bart Giamatti Caring Award in 

1989;

Whereas in 1990, Cal Ripken, Jr. had the 

greatest defensive single season of any short-

stop, setting major league records in fielding 

percentage (.996), fewest errors committed 

(3), and consecutive games without an error 

(95);

Whereas in 1991, Cal Ripken, Jr. won his 

second AL MVP award, becoming 1 of only 22 

major leaguers to win multiple MVP awards, 

won the first of 2 Golden Glove awards, and 

became the first player in baseball history to 

win the All-Star MVP and Home Run Con-

test in the same season as winning the MVP 

award;

Whereas in 1992, Cal Ripken, Jr. was 

awarded the Roberto Clemente Award, pre-

sented annually to the player who best ex-

emplifies the game of baseball both on and 

off the field; 

Whereas on September 6th, 1995, Cal 

Ripken, Jr. played in his 2131st consecutive 

game, breaking the record of the great and 

honorable Lou Gehrig; 

Whereas in Cal Ripken Jr.’s 14 seasons of 

pursuit of Lou Gehrig’s record, Cal Ripken, 

Jr. conducted himself with complete dignity, 

humility, and honor that attracted the at-

tention of both baseball fans and all Ameri-

cans and played a crucial role in bringing 

baseball back as America’s national pastime 

after the labor problems of baseball in 1994; 

Whereas in 1995, Cal Ripken, Jr. earned the 

following awards: the Associated Press and 

United Press International Male Athlete of 

the Year; The Sporting News Award Major 

League Player of the Year; and the Sports Il-

lustrated Sportsman of the Year; 

Whereas on September 20th, 1998, Cal 

Ripken, Jr. voluntarily ended his consecu-

tive games streak at 2632; 

Whereas in 1999, Cal Ripken, Jr. became 1 

of 32 players to hit over 400 home runs; 

Whereas in 2000, Cal Ripken, Jr. became 1 

of 24 players with 3,000 hits, joining only 6 

other players with over 400 home runs and 

3,000 hits and becoming only the second in-

fielder and first shortstop or third baseman 

to be in this club, along with fellow Balti-

more Oriole first baseman and good friend 

Eddie Murray; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. was named to 

Major League Baseball’s All-Century Team 

in 2000; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. won his second 

All-Star Game MVP award in 2001, becoming 

the first American League player to win 2 

such MVP awards, and setting baseball 

records for most All-Star appearances at 19, 

All-Star starts at 17, All-star starts at short-

stop at 14, and consecutive starts at 16; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. is retiring from 

the game that he loves to continue his other 

passions, the teaching of baseball to children 

and charitable work through the ‘‘Reading, 

Runs, and Ripken’’ program, the Cal Ripken 

Little League Division which has over 700,000 

children, the Kelly and Cal Ripken, Jr. Foun-

dation, and the Cal Ripken, Jr./Lou Gehrig 

ALS Research Fund; 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. has pledged 

$9,000,000 for the construction of a baseball 

facility in Harford County, Maryland; and 

Whereas Cal Ripken, Jr. transcended the 

game of baseball and became a symbol of ex-

cellence, reliability, consistency, and served 

as a role model for the children of his home-

town of Aberdeen, Maryland, the city of Bal-

timore, Maryland, all Maryland residents, 

and all Americans: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved,

SECTION 1. HONORING CAL RIPKEN, JR. 
The Senate— 

(1) honors and congratulates Cal Ripken, 

Jr. for— 

(A) his contributions to both baseball and 

America as an exemplar of endurance, pro-

fessionalism, and the American work ethic; 

(B) his entire career as a Baltimore Oriole, 

a major league baseball player, and for his 

conduct both on and off the field; 

(C) his excellent treatment of all baseball 

fans in all stadiums and his community serv-

ice both in the State of Maryland and 

throughout America; and 

(D) all of his qualities and traits that 

helped him serve as a role model for all 

Americans; and 

(2) wishes Cal Ripken, Jr. the best for what 

will undoubtably be a productive and giving 

retirement.

SEC. 2. TRANSMISSION. 
The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit 

an enrolled copy of this resolution to— 

(1) the legendary Baltimore Oriole Cal 

Ripken, Jr.; and 

(2) the Baltimore Orioles’ owner, Peter 

Angelos.

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-

TION 75—TO EXPRESS THE 

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT 

THE PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

MEDAL OF VALOR SHOULD BE 

PRESENTED TO PUBLIC SAFETY 

OFFICERS KILLED OR SERI-

OUSLY INJURED AS A RESULT 

OF THE TERRORIST ATTACKS 

PERPETRATED AGAINST THE 

UNITED STATES ON SEPTEMBER 

11, 2001, AND TO THOSE WHO 

PARTICIPATED IN THE SEARCH, 

RESCUE, AND RECOVERY EF-

FORTS IN THE AFTERMATH OF 

THOSE ATTACKS 

Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-

MER, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. CORZINE, Ms. 

SNOWE, Mr. VOINOVICH, and Mr. 

LIEBERMAN) submitted the following 

concurrent resolution; which was re-

ferred to the Committee on the Judici-

ary:

S. CON. RES. 75 

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists 

hijacked and destroyed 4 civilian aircraft, 

crashing 2 of them into the towers of the 

World Trade Center in New York City, a 

third into the Pentagon, and a fourth in 

rural southwest Pennsylvania; 

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans 

and many foreign nationals were killed and 

injured as a result of the surprise terrorist 

attacks, including the passengers and crews 

of the 4 aircraft, workers in the World Trade 

Center and the Pentagon, firefighters, law 

enforcement officers, emergency assistance 

personnel, and bystanders; 

Whereas hundreds of public safety officers 

were killed and injured as a result of the ter-

rorist attacks, many of whom would perish 

when the twin towers of the World Trade 

Center collapsed upon them after they 

rushed to the aid of innocent civilians who 

were imperiled when the terrorists first 

launched their attacks; 

Whereas thousands more public safety offi-

cers continued to risk their own lives and 

long-term health in sifting through the 

aftermath and rubble of the terrorist attacks 

to rescue those who may have survived and 

to recover the dead; 

Whereas the Public Safety Officer Medal of 

Valor Act of 2001 (Public Law 107–12, 115 

Stat. 20) authorizes the President to award 

and present in the name of Congress, a Medal 

of Valor to public safety officers for extraor-

dinary valor above and beyond the call of 

duty;

Whereas the Attorney General of the 

United States has discretion to increase the 

number of recipients of the Medal of Valor 
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under that Act beyond that recommended by 

the Medal of Valor Review Board in extraor-

dinary cases in any given year; 

Whereas the terrorist attacks against the 

United States on September 11, 2001 and 

their aftermath constitute the single most 

deadly assault on our American homeland in 

our Nation’s history; and 

Whereas those public safety officers who 

perished and were injured, and all those who 

participated in the efforts to rescue whom-

ever may have survived the terrorist attacks 

and recover those whose lives were taken so 

suddenly and violently are the first casual-

ties and veterans of America’s new war 

against terrorism, which was unanimously 

authorized by the Authorization for Use of 

Military Force (Senate Joint Resolution 23, 

enacted September 14, 2001): Now, therefore, 

be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 

of Congress that— 

(1) the President should award and present 

in the name of Congress a Public Safety Offi-

cer Medal of Valor to every public safety of-

ficer who was killed or seriously injured as a 

result of the terrorist attacks perpetrated 

against the United States on September 11, 

2001, and to deserving public safety officers 

who participated in the search, rescue, and 

recovery efforts in the aftermath of those at-

tacks; and 

(2) such assistance and compensation as 

may be needed should be provided to the pub-

lic safety officers who were injured or whose 

health was otherwise adversely affected as a 

result of their participation in the search, 

rescue, and recovery efforts undertaken in 

the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of 

September 11, 2001. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I stand 

today with my colleagues from New 

York and Virginia to honor those pub-

lic safety officials, our police, fire-

fighters, and emergency services per-

sonnel, who were lost, or seriously 

wounded in the attacks of September 

11 and to public safety officers who par-

ticipated in the subsequent search, res-

cue, and recovery efforts. 

In a tragedy so horrific, when so 

many were lost so unexpectedly, there 

is little we can do to console a grieving 

family. A thank you won’t console a 

child whose father won’t be there to 

say good night. It’s little solace to the 

men and women of a firehouse who 

even now are waiting to welcome their 

brothers and sisters home. But by 

showing our gratitude for their sac-

rifice, by saying a simple thank you, 

we can help heal the hearts of the men, 

women, and children who were left be-

hind, or who struggled to save their 

friends and neighbors. 

Today, my colleagues and I hope to 

be part of this process of healing by in-

troducing a resolution recommending 

that the President award the Congres-

sional Medal of Valor for Public Safety 

Officers to those public safety officials 

killed or seriously wounded in the Sep-

tember 11 attacks and to deserving 

public safety officers who participated 

in the subsequent search, rescue and 

recovery efforts. 

These medals will serve as a thank 

you to those still with us. But I think 

they can do much more for the families 

who lost loved ones. I’ve seen how med-

als awarded in combat can help tell a 

story to a child about a lost loved one. 

They can show a child and an entire 

family that their loved one did not die 

in vain. These medals can say that 

these men and women gave their lives 

in service to their neighbors and to 

their nation, and that nation is a 

grateful one. 
History will mark September 11, 2001 

as one of the darkest days in our Na-

tion’s history. In less than two hours, 

more Americans were killed than those 

who died during the Revolutionary War 

or the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Words cannot begin to capture our 

grief, our loss, or our resolve to strike 

back against global terrorism. 
But in that darkest of hours, the 

bravery and selflessness of our public 

safety officials shined a light of hope 

for us all to follow. You see it reflected 

back in towns large and small across 

America. You see it in flag-lined 

streets, lines of blood donors, and in 

the millions contributed to help care 

for the victims families. The example 

set by our police, firefighters and emer-

gency services personal steeled the re-

solve of every American. 
I would be remiss if I did not thank 

my colleague and the senior Senator 

from Alaska Senator STEVENS. Earlier 

this year the Congress passed, the 

president signed, the Public Safety Of-

ficer Medal of Valor Act, which was au-

thorized by my friend from Alaska. 

That earlier recognition of the need to 

honor the heroism of public service of-

ficers makes today’s resolution pos-

sible, and I thank my colleague from 

Alaska.
I should also note that Senator STE-

VENS has also introduced a resolution 

similar to the one we offer today. My 

resolution goes somewhat further by 

calling on the President to award the 

Congressional Medal of Valor to those 

killed and those seriously injured in 

the attacks and to deserving public 

safety officers who participated in the 

subsequent search, rescue, and recov-

ery efforts. 
The men and women this resolution 

would honor are the first victims of 

America’s first war of the 21st century. 

My solemn prayer is that they will be 

the final casualties of a final war. But 

then I remember the destruction of the 

past century, how we spoke of a War to 

End All Wars, only to see the century 

unfold with more destruction. As we 

move closer to some form of military 

action, I hope for a day when we can 

stop throwing more young lives into 

the breech and instead repair the 

breech itself. 
But today, to these new fellow vet-

erans, we say thank you. A grateful 

Nation has drawn its strength from the 

courageous firefighters, police officers, 

and emergency services personnel who 

have sacrificed so much without hesi-

tation. It is my privilege to have this 
chance to say thank you in this small 
way. I want to thank my colleagues 
from New York and Virginia. I hope we 
can move this resolution forward with 
the help of all of my colleagues. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-

TION 76—HONORING THE LAW 

ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS, FIRE-

FIGHTERS, EMERGENCY RESCUE 

PERSONNEL, AND HEALTH CARE 

PROFESSIONALS WHO HAVE 

WORKED TIRELESSLY TO 

SEARCH FOR AND RESCUE THE 

VICTIMS OF THE HORRIFIC AT-

TACKS ON THE UNITED STATES 

ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2001 

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. CLINTON, and 
Mr. SCHUMER) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary:

S. CON. RES. 76 

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists 

hijacked and destroyed 4 civilian aircraft, 

crashing 2 of the planes into the towers of 

the World Trade Center in New York City 

and a third plane into the Pentagon in 

northern Virginia, and resulting in the crash 

of a fourth plane in Somerset County, Penn-

sylvania;

Whereas these attacks destroyed both tow-

ers of the World Trade Center, as well as ad-

jacent buildings, and seriously damaged the 

Pentagon;

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans 

and foreign nationals were killed or injured 

as a result of these attacks; 

Whereas police officers, firefighters, public 

safety officers, and medical response crews 

were thrown into extraordinarily dangerous 

situations, responding to these horrendous 

events, acting heroically, and trying to help 

and to save as many of the lives of others as 

possible in the impact zones, in spite of the 

clear danger to their own lives; 

Whereas some of these rescue workers, po-

lice officers, and firefighters have died or are 

missing at the site of the World Trade Cen-

ter;

Whereas firefighters, rescue personnel, and 

police officers have been working above and 

beyond the call of duty, putting their lives 

at risk, working overtime, going without 

proper sleep, and spending time away from 

their families and loved ones; 

Whereas the United States Capitol Police, 

United States Secret Service, the Police De-

partment of Metropolitan Washington, D.C., 

the Arlington County Police Department, 

and other law enforcement agencies have put 

in extra hours to ensure the safety of all 

Americans, particularly the President, mem-

bers of Congress, and other United States 

Government officials; and 

Whereas since the morning of September 

11, 2001, police officers and public safety offi-

cers throughout the United States have been 

called upon to put in extra time to ensure 

the safe and security of Americans: Now, 

therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That Congress com-

mends—

(1) the firefighters, police officers, rescue 

personnel, and health care professionals who 

have selflessly dedicated themselves to the 

search, rescue, and recovery efforts in New 
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York City, northern Virginia, and Pennsyl-

vania; and 

(2) the efforts of law enforcement and pub-

lic safety personnel throughout the nation 

for their service at a time when their call to 

serve and protect their nation is even more 

essential than ever before. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 

PROPOSED

SA 1846. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 

BROWNBACK, and Mr. BAUCUS) submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by him 

to the bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations 

for foreign operations, export financing, and 

related programs for the fiscal year ending 

September 30, 2002, and for other purposes; 

which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 1846. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 

BROWNBACK, and Mr. BAUCUS) submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by him 

to the bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations 

for foreign operations, export financing, and 

related programs for the fiscal year ending 

September 30, 2002, and for other purposes; 

which was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-

lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT FOR MEM-
BERS OF CONGRESS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-

tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization 

Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of 

living adjustments for Members of Congress) 

during fiscal year 2002. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 

MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Armed Services be authorized to meet 

during the session of the Senate on 

Thursday, October 4, 2001, at 11 a.m., in 

open session to receive testimony on 

the Department of Defense’s Quadren-

nial Defense Review (QDR). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

be authorized to meet during the ses-

sion of the Senate on Thursday, Octo-

ber 4, 2001, to conduct a mark-up of the 

International Money Laundering 

Abatement and Anti-Terrorist Financ-

ing Act of 2001. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Finance be authorized to meet during 

the session of the Senate on Thursday, 

October 4, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. to consider 

the Nomination of JoAnne Barnhart, 

to be Commissioner of the Social Secu-

rity Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Foreign Relations be authorized to 

meet during the session of the Senate 

on Thursday, October 4, 2001 at 11:30 

a.m. to hold a Business Meeting. 
The Committee will consider and 

vote on the following agenda: 
Legislation: S. 1465 a bill to authorize 

the President to provide assistance to 

Pakistan and India through September 

30, 2003, with a substitute amendment. 
Nominee: Mr. Patrick F. Kennedy, of 

Illinois, to be Alternate Representative 

of the United States of America to the 

Sessions of the General Assembly of 

the United Nations during his tenure of 

service as Representative of the United 

States of America to the United Na-

tions for U.N. Management and Re-

form.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Government Affairs be authorized to 

meet on Thursday, October 4, 2001 at 

9:30 a.m. for a hearing entitled ‘‘Crit-

ical Infrastructure Protection: Who’s 

In Charge?’’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,

AND PENSIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-

sions be authorized to meet for a hear-

ing on Job Training: Helping Workers 

in a Fragile Economy during the ses-

sion of the Senate on Thursday, Octo-

ber 4, 2001. At 10:00 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

the Judiciary be authorized to meet to 

conduct a markup on Thursday, Octo-

ber 4, 2001 at 12:00 p.m. in room S–216. 

AGENDA

I. Nominations: 
Barrington Parker, Jr. to be U.S. Cir-

cuit Court Judge for the 2nd Circuit. 
Michael P. Mills to be District Court 

Judge for the Northern District of Mis-

sissippi.
Jay Stephens to be Associate Attor-

ney General. 
Benigno G. Reyna to be Director of 

the U.S. Marshal Service. 
To Be United States Attorney: 
Susan W. Brooks, Southern District 

of Indiana, 
John L. Brownlee, Western District 

of Virginia, 
Timothy M. Burgess, District of Ar-

kansas,
Steven M. Colloton, Southern Dis-

trict of Iowa, 

Todd Peterson Graves, Western Dis-

trict of Missouri, 
Terrell Lee Harris, Western District 

of Tennessee, 
David C. Iglesias, District of New 

Mexico,
Charles W. Larson, Sr., Northern Dis-

trict of Iowa, 
Gregory G. Lockhart, Southern Dis-

trict of Ohio, 
Henry S. Mattice, Jr., Eastern Dis-

trict of Tennessee, 
Robert G. McCampbell, Western Dis-

trict of Oklahoma, 
Matthew H. Mead, District of Wyo-

ming,
Michael Mosman, District of Oregon, 
John Suthers, District of Colorado. 
II. Resolutions: 
S.J. Res. 18—A joint resolution me-

morializing fallen firefighters by low-

ering the United States flag to half- 

staff on the day of the National Fallen 

Firefighters Memorial Service in Em-

mitsburg, Maryland. 
S. Con. Res. 74—A concurrent resolu-

tion condemning bigotry and violence 

against Sikh-Americans in the wake of 

terrorist attacks in New York City and 

Washington, D.C. on September 11, 

2001.
S. Res. 164—A resolution designating 

October 19, 2001, as ‘‘National Mam-

mography Day.’’ 
S. Res. 166—‘‘National Childhood 

Lead Poisoning Week.’’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 

the Judiciary be authorized to meet to 

conduct a nominations hearing on 

Thursday, October 4, 2001, at 2:00 p.m. 

in Dirksen Room 226. 

TENTATIVE WITNESS LIST

Panel I: Senator Don Nickles (R–OK), 

Senator James M. Inhofe (R–OK), and 

Senator Mary Landrieu (D–LA). 
Panel II: Edith Brown Clement to be 

United States Circuit Judge for the 

Fifth Circuit. 
Panel III: Karen K. Caldwell to be 

United States District Judge for the 

Eastern District of Kentucky; Laurie 

Smith Camp to be United States Dis-

trict Judge for the District of Ne-

braska; Claire V. Eagan to be United 

States District Judge of the Northern 

District of Oklahoma; and James H. 

Payne to be United States District 

Judge for the Northern, Eastern and 

Western Districts of Kentucky. 
Panel IV: Jay S. Bybee to be Assist-

ant Attorney General for the Office of 

Legal Counsel. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND

TRANSPORTATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Subcommittee 

on Housing and Transportation of the 

Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
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during the session of the Senate on 

Thursday, October 4, 2001. to conduct 

an oversight hearing on ‘‘Transit Safe-

ty in the Wake of September 11.’’ 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR INTRODUCTION 

OF COUNTERTERRORISM BILL 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that notwithstanding 

the adjournment of the Senate today it 

be in order for a bipartisan 

counterterrorism bill to be introduced 

today by Senators DASCHLE and LOTT

and others and that it be considered as 

having had its first reading, with an 

objection to the second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONGRATULATING AND HONORING 

BALTIMORE ORIOLE CAL 

RIPKEN, JR. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Judiciary Com-

mittee be discharged from further con-

sideration of S. Res. 168, submitted ear-

lier today by Senators SARBANES and

MIKULSKI, and that the Senate proceed 

to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 

will report the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 168) congratulating 

and honoring Cal Ripken, Jr., for his amaz-

ing and storybook career as a player for the 

Baltimore Orioles and thanking him for his 

contributions to baseball, the State of Mary-

land, and the United States. 

There being no objection, the Senate 

proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

submitted S. Res. 168 with my col-

league, Senator MIKULSKI, honoring 

Cal Ripken, Jr. 

On Saturday October 6, 2001, at Oriole 

Park at Camden Yards, not far from 

my home in Baltimore, Cal Ripken, Jr. 

will play in his final baseball game. Cal 

Ripken’s career will have spanned 21 

seasons in the major leagues, every one 

of them with the Baltimore Orioles. In 

fact, beginning with Cal’s father, Cal 

Ripken, Sr., there has been a Ripken in 

the Orioles organization for 45 consecu-

tive years. Over the past 21 years, Cal 

Ripken, Jr. has built what will be a 

lasting legacy not only as one of the 

greatest players in the history of pro-

fessional baseball, but as a true ambas-

sador of the game and a shining exam-

ple of sportsmanship, character, and 

the American work ethic. 

An entire generation was born and 

grew up watching Cal Ripken play 

baseball every day the right way. Many 

of my constituents in Maryland have 

rooted for the Orioles knowing beyond 

a shadow of a doubt that Cal Ripken 

would be playing, first at Memorial 

Stadium and then later at Camden 

Yards, and that they would be able to 

see Cal give that one game everything 

that he had. Not only will the city of 

Baltimore miss Cal’s number 8 on the 

left-side of the infield and in the heart 

of the line-up, but all residents of 

Maryland, and millions of Americans, 

from die-hard baseball fans, to those 

who have only seen one game, will al-

ways associate the Baltimore Orioles 

with their legendary shortstop, Cal 

Ripken.
Cal Ripken’s achievements on the 

field of play are legendary: Ripken is 

one of only seven players in history to 

record both 400 home runs and 3,000 

hits and along with fellow Oriole, long-

time teammate, and good friend, Eddie 

Murray, they are the only infielders to 

accomplish this feat. Simply put, Cal 

redefined the position of shortstop in 

every respect: offense, defense, dura-

bility, consistency, and popularity. 
Listing all of Cal’s baseball accom-

plishments could go on forever, but 

there is one record for which he is best 

known, and that in Maryland is simply 

referred to as ‘‘The Streak.’’ For 17 

straight years, Ripken played in every 

single game on the Baltimore Orioles’ 

schedule, never succumbing to injury 

or weakness, always willing to do his 

best to help the Orioles over an amaz-

ing 2,632 consecutive games. It is this 

consistency and work ethic that has so 

endeared him to the American public, 

and was so stirringly celebrated on the 

evening of September 6, 1995, the day 

that he played has 2,131st consecutive 

game, surpassing the record set by the 

‘‘Iron Horse,’’ Hall-of-Famer Lou 

Gehrig. I will repeat what I said on this 

very floor on September 7, 1995: 

throughout both ‘‘The Streak’’ and the 

rest of Cal’s storybook career, Cal 

played baseball for one reason and one 

reason only: because he loves the game. 

And, Cal, the game loves you. 
When Cal was approaching Mr. 

Gehrig’s record in 1995, it was a turbu-

lent time in the history of Major 

League Baseball; the sport was trying 

to recover from the damage done by a 

players’ strike in the 1994 season that 

canceled the World Series for the first 

time in history. There was a breach of 

trust between the sport and its fans, 

but there is no doubt in anyone’s mind 

that Cal Ripken’s journey toward this 

great record was a focus point in the 

healing process that ultimately re-

stored much of the good will lost for 

America’s pastime. 
Ripken, over the course of 21 con-

secutive seasons, spent hours before 

and after games signing autographs for 

countless fans. There were jokes in the 

Baltimore clubhouse that if anything 

were to end ‘‘The Streak,’’ it would be 

an injury to his right hand from sign-

ing too many autographs. But it is this 

willingness to go the extra mile, to not 

treat his fame and influence as a bur-

den but to welcome his responsibility 

to the public, particularly to children, 

as a role model that distinguishes Cal 

Ripken from even the greatest athletes 

and enables him to transcend his sport. 
Unlike so many of our modern ath-

letes, Cal Ripken embraced his status 

as a role model. With his wife Kelly by 

his side, the Ripkens engaged in char-

ity work ranging from literacy pro-

grams to fighting Lou Gehrig’s disease, 

as well as working tirelessly to pro-

mote the game of baseball to all chil-

dren, especially those that are dis-

advantaged. Fittingly, one of the many 

tasks that Cal will devote himself to in 

his retirement is the Cal Ripken Little 

League Division of Babe Ruth Baseball, 

which has over 700,000 children learning 

the fundamentals of baseball. Another 

project that Cal will be working on is 

that of building Inspiration Field in his 

home community of Harford County, 

Maryland. Cal has always been devoted 

to his Maryland roots, but beyond that 

is his devotion to his family, his moth-

er Vi, his late father Cal Ripken, Sr., 

his wife Kelly, and his children Ryan 

and Rachel. Cal has shown this devo-

tion countless times, and I know that 

in his retirement, Cal, will have more 

time to enjoy the loving family that we 

are all proud to know simply as the 

Ripkens.
But here, as with the statistics and 

records, listing Cal’s charitable pro-

grams and donations and noting his 

loving role as son, husband, and father, 

can not fully capture the phenomenal 

manner in which Cal Ripken has lived 

his life and given back to his commu-

nity. Cal was born in Havre de Grace, 

MD, and was raised in the neighboring 

City of Aberdeen. He was drafted by 

the Baltimore Orioles organization in 

1978, and spent every year of his profes-

sional career, except one, playing base-

ball in the State of Maryland. Cal 

Ripken’s career has been the fulfill-

ment of the childhood dream of so 

many of us, to become an athletic su-

perstar and play your entire career for 

your hometown team. And beyond 

that, Cal Ripken has lived this dream 

with the dignity, honor, humility, 

charity, passion, and pure love of base-

ball that make myself, the City of Ab-

erdeen, the City of Baltimore, the 

State of Maryland, and the United 

States of America proud to call Cal a 

legend and a role model for us all. I 

urge my colleagues to join us in hon-

oring and congratulating Cal Ripken’s 

amazing and storybook career by say-

ing thank you Cal. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

today to celebrate the life and career of 

Cal Ripken. He has given us 21 glorious 

years—and I know that we have seen 

nothing yet. The resolution that I am 

introducing with Senator SARBANES

seeks to commemorate one of the great 

careers in baseball—and one of the 

great role models of our time. 
Most Marylanders will confess to 

some sadness about what will happen 

this weekend. We will see the Iron Man 
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take the field for the last time at Cam-

den Yards. But I promise my col-

leagues—this is not the last you will 

hear of Cal Ripken. He will go on to 

other careers and other challenges. He 

will continue his extraordinary service 

to his community. He will continue to 

be someone we can all look up to and 

respect.
We all know the amazing statistics 

he compiled in his career. In 1982, he 

won Rookie of the Year—and after 

that, the records kept breaking. He set 

a record for most home runs by a 

shortstop. He received the most Silver 

Slugger Awards of any shortstop and 

set eleven different fielding records. He 

was MVP twice during the regular sea-

son twice, and twice during the All- 

Star Games. He also amassed over 

three thousand hits and four hundred 

home runs. 
He is best known for setting the 

record for most consecutive games 

played. It is unlikely that his record of 

2,632 games will ever be broken. 
Cal did not do this just for the sake 

of breaking a record; he broke that 

record because that is how he lives. He 

gives 100 percent every day. Ask any of 

the hundreds of Baltimore Orioles who 

played with him over the last twenty- 

one years. 
Ask Cal’s coaches who have seen him 

rededicate himself every day. Ask any 

of the thousands and thousands and 

even millions of Orioles fans for whom 

he stayed at the ballpark late at night, 

willing to sign autographs. Ask the 

community and charitable organiza-

tions who he volunteered for. Ask the 

thousands of children who he helps 

through his foundations. 
Athletes of Cal’s caliber often move 

from town to town and team to team. 

Yet Cal spent his entire career here in 

Baltimore. He did it for his family—his 

father Cal, Sr.—the great former man-

ager of the Orioles. He did it for his 

children—to enable them to grow up as 

he did—in a community that values 

faith, family, community and patriot-

ism.
Cal always puts these values into ac-

tion. He has a passion for teaching 

baseball to children and for his chari-

table organizations. He created ‘‘Read-

ing, Runs and Ripken’’ program, the 

Cal Ripken Little League Division, the 

Kelly and Cal Ripken, Jr., Foundation, 

and the Cal Ripken, Jr./Lou Gehrig 

ALS Research Fund. These service or-

ganizations will continue—serving 

children into the future. 
Cal Ripken is the Iron Man, not be-

cause of his streak but because of his 

values, the Oriole way—showing up 

every day, working hard, playing by 

the rules, putting the team first. Cal 

will have lots of adulation over the 

next few days—and he absolutely de-

serves it. But Cal would want us to 

honor him not only with resolutions 

and parades and cheers from the grand-

stand. He would want us to practice the 

Oriole way: show up, work hard, play 

by the rules—and put your family and 

team first. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that I be added as a co-

sponsor to the resolution. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the resolution and 

preamble be agreed to en bloc; that the 

motion to reconsider be laid upon the 

table; and that any statements relating 

to the resolution be printed in the 

RECORD.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The resolution (S. Res. 168) was 

agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
(The text of S. Res. 168 is printed in 

today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on 

Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

MEMORIALIZING FALLEN 

FIREFIGHTERS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 

to the immediate consideration of Cal-

endar No. 181, S.J. Res. 18. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the joint resolution 

by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 18) memori-

alizing fallen firefighters by lowering the 

United States flag to half-staff on the day of 

the National Fallen Firefighters Memorial 

Service in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 

There being no objection, the Senate 

proceeded to consider the joint resolu-

tion.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the joint resolution 

be read the third time and passed, the 

motion to reconsider be laid upon the 

table, and any statement relating to 

the joint resolution be printed in the 

RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 18) 

was read the third time and passed, as 

follows:

S.J. RES. 18 

Whereas 1,200,000 men and women comprise 

the fire service in the United States; 

Whereas the fire service is considered one 

of the most dangerous jobs in the United 

States;

Whereas fire service personnel selflessly 

respond to over 16,000,000 emergency calls an-

nually, without reservation and with an un-

wavering commitment to the safety of their 

fellow citizens; 

Whereas fire service personnel are the first 

to respond to an emergency, whether it in-

volves a fire, medical emergency, spill of 

hazardous materials, natural disaster, act of 

terrorism, or transportation accident; and 

Whereas approximately 100 fire service per-

sonnel die annually in the line of duty: Now, 

therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 

Congress assembled, That each year, the 

United States flags on all Federal facilities 

will be lowered to half-staff on the day of the 

National Fallen Firefighters Memorial Serv-

ice in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 

f 

MEMORIALIZING FALLEN 

FIREFIGHTERS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 

to the immediate consideration of H.J. 

Res. 42, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the joint resolution 

by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 42) memori-

alizing fallen firefighters by lowering the 

American flag to half-staff in honor of the 

National Fallen Firefighters Memorial Serv-

ice in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 

There being no objection, the Senate 

proceeded to consider the joint resolu-

tion.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

in strong support of House Joint Reso-

lution 42, a bill to memorialize our Na-

tion’s fallen firefighters by lowering 

the American flag to half-staff in honor 

of the National Fallen Firefighters Me-

morial Service in Emmitsburg, MD. 

This measure is similar to legislation 

that I introduced earlier this year. 

Both bills seek to recognize the cour-

age and commitment of America’s fire 

service and to pay this special tribute 

to those firefighters who have made 

the ultimate sacrifice in the line of 

duty.

Our Nation’s firefighters are among 

our most dedicated public servants. 

From major cities such as New York to 

our smaller rural communities, every 

day America’s firefighters answer 

emergency calls, willing to sacrifice 

their own lives to protect the lives and 

property of their fellow citizens. Sadly, 

this dedication to service can result in 

tragedy.

Few would question the fact that our 

fallen firefighters are heroes. Through-

out our Nation’s history, we have rec-

ognized the passing of our public serv-

ants by lowering our Nation’s flag to 

half-staff in their honor. In the past, 

this list has included elected officials, 

members of the Armed Services, and 

America’s peace officers. In my view, 

our fallen firefighters are equally de-

serving of this high honor. 

For the past 19 years, a memorial 

service has been held on the campus of 

the National Fire Academy in Emmits-

burg to honor those firefighters who 

have given their lives while protecting 

the lives and property of their fellow 

citizens. Since 1981, the names of 2,081 

fallen firefighters have been inscribed 

on plaques surrounding the National 

Fallen Firefighters Memorial, Congres-

sionally designated monument to these 

brave men and women. On October 7, at 

the 20th Annual National Memorial 

Service, an additional 101 names will 

be added. I am pleased that President 
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and Mrs. Bush will be present this year 

to lead the Nation in honoring these 

fallen fire heroes and to pay special 

tribute to those firefighters who per-

ished as a result of the events of Sep-

tember 11. 
Over the years, I have worked very 

closely with the National Fallen Fire-

fighters Foundation to ensure that Na-

tional Memorial Service is an occasion 

befitting the sacrifices that these indi-

viduals have made, In my view, low-

ering the United States flag to half- 

staff is an essential component of this 

‘‘Day of Remembrance.’’ It will be a 

fitting tribute to the men and women 

who die each year performing their du-

ties as our nation’s career and volun-

teer firefighters. It will also serve to 

remind us of the critical role played by 

the 1.2 million fire service personnel 

who risk their lives every day to en-

sure our safety and that of our commu-

nities.
I express my gratitude to those Sen-

ators who agreed to cosponsor my leg-

islation, S.J. Res. 18, and urge my col-

leagues to support the swift passage of 

H.J. Res. 42. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the joint resolution 

be read the third time and passed, the 

motion to reconsider be laid upon the 

table, and that any statements relating 

to the joint resolution be printed in the 

RECORD.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 42) 

was read the third time and passed. 

f 

PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO 

PAKISTAN AND INDIA 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 

to immediate consideration of Cal-

endar No. 180, S. 1465. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the bill by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1465) to authorize the President 

to provide assistance to Pakistan and India 

through September 30, 2003. 

There being no objection, the Senate 

proceeded to consider the bill, which 

had been reported from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, with an amend-

ment and an amendment to the title. 
(Strike out all after the enacting 

clause and insert the part printed in 

italic.)
SECTION. 1. EXEMPTIONS AND WAIVER OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS ACT PROHIBITIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO PAKISTAN. 

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2002 AND PRIOR FISCAL

YEARS.—
(1) EXEMPTIONS.—Any provision of the foreign 

operations, export financing, and related pro-

grams appropriations Act for fiscal year 2002, or 

any provision of such Act for a prior fiscal year, 

that prohibits direct assistance to a country 

whose duly elected head of government was de-

posed by decree or military coup shall not apply 

with respect to Pakistan. 
(2) PRIOR CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—Not less 

than 5 days prior to the obligation of funds for 

Pakistan under paragraph (1), the President 

shall consult with the appropriate congressional 

committees with respect to such obligation. 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 2003.—

(1) WAIVER.—The President is authorized to 

waive, with respect to Pakistan, any provision 

of the foreign operations, export financing, and 

related programs appropriations Act for fiscal 

year 2003 that prohibits direct assistance to a 

country whose duly elected head of government 

was deposed by decree or military coup, if the 

President determines and certifies to the appro-

priate congressional committees that such waiv-

er—

(A) would facilitate the transition to demo-

cratic rule in Pakistan; and 

(B) is important to United States efforts to re-

spond to, deter, or prevent acts of international 

terrorism.

(2) PRIOR CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—Not less 

than 5 days prior to the exercise of the waiver 

authority under paragraph (1), the President 

shall consult with the appropriate congressional 

committees with respect to such waiver. 

SEC. 2. INCREASED FLEXIBILITY IN THE EXER-
CISE OF WAIVER AUTHORITY OF 
MTCR AND EXPORT ADMINISTRA-
TION ACT SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO PAKISTAN. 

Any waiver under 73(e) of the Arms Export 

Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797b(e)), or under sec-

tion 11B(b)(5) of the Export Administration Act 

of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410b(b)(5)) (or successor 

statute), with respect to a sanction that was im-

posed on foreign persons in Pakistan prior to 

January 1, 2001, may be exercised— 

(1) only after consultation with the appro-

priate congressional committees; and 

(2) without regard to the notification periods 

set forth in the respective section authorizing 

the waiver. 

SEC. 3. EXEMPTION OF PAKISTAN FROM FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE PROHIBITIONS RELAT-
ING TO FOREIGN COUNTRY LOAN 
DEFAULTS.

The following provisions of law shall not 

apply with respect to Pakistan: 

(1) Section 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(q)). 

(2) Such provision of the Foreign Operations, 

Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-

propriations Act, 2002, as is comparable to sec-

tion 512 of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-

nancing, and Related Programs Appropriations 

Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–429; 114 Stat. 1900A– 

25).

SEC. 4. MODIFICATION OF NOTIFICATION DEAD-
LINES FOR DRAWDOWNS AND 
TRANSFER OF EXCESS DEFENSE AR-
TICLES TO RESPOND TO, DETER, OR 
PREVENT ACTS OF INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM.

(a) DRAWDOWNS.—Notwithstanding the second 

sentence of section 506(b)(1) of the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2318(b)(1)), each 

notification under that section with respect to 

any drawdown authorized by subclause (III) of 

subsection (a)(2)(A)(i) that the President deter-

mines is important to United States efforts to re-

spond to, deter, or prevent acts of international 

terrorism shall be made at least 5 days in ad-

vance of the drawdown in lieu of the 15-day re-

quirement in that section. 

(b) TRANSFERS OF EXCESS DEFENSE ARTI-

CLES.—Notwithstanding section 516(f)(1) of the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 

2321j(f)(1)), each notification under that section 

with respect to any transfer of an excess defense 

article that the President determines is impor-

tant to United States efforts to respond to, 

deter, or prevent acts of international terrorism 

shall be made at least 15 days in advance of the 

transfer in lieu of the 30-day requirement in 

that section. 

SEC. 5. APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘appropriate congres-

sional committees’’ means the Committee on For-

eign Relations and the Committee on Appropria-

tions of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-

national Relations and the Committee on Appro-

priations of the House of Representatives. 

SEC. 6. TERMINATION DATE. 
Except as otherwise provided in section 1 or 3, 

the provisions of this Act shall terminate on Oc-

tober 1, 2003. 
Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 

authorize the President to exercise waivers 

of foreign assistance restrictions with re-

spect to Pakistan through September 30, 

2003, and for other purposes.’’. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased that the Senate is considering 

this legislation, which was reported by 

the Committee on Foreign Relations 

earlier today. The bill addresses an ur-

gent priority in the fight against ter-

rorism by clearing the way for U.S. as-

sistance to Pakistan. After the attacks 

of September 11, we asked the world to 

choose sides. Pakistan has chosen to 

stand with the United States. 
We need to assist this important 

front-line state. The President has al-

ready done so by committing $100 mil-

lion in economic assistance to Paki-

stan under the extraordinary authority 

of Section 614 of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act. But to provide additional as-

sistance requires Congress to amend 

several laws restricting such assist-

ance. The bill before the Senate there-

fore provides the following authority. 
First, the bill waives, for Fiscal Year 

2002, the restriction in law against as-

sistance to countries where a demo-

cratic government has been over-

thrown by military coup. The Presi-

dent may waive the restriction in Fis-

cal Year 2003, but only if he determines 

that doing so would facilitate the tran-

sition to democratic rule in Pakistan 

and if it is important to the fight 

against terrorism. As we all know, 

there was a military coup in Pakistan 

in 1999. The current government has 

pledged to hold elections next fall. This 

provision keeps the focus on the U.S. 

policy objective that elections should 

be held in Pakistan. 
Second, the bill permits an expedi-

tious waiver of sanctions imposed last 

fall against the Pakistani Ministry of 

Defense for violations of the Missile 

Technology Control Regime. Current 

law permits the President to waive 

these sanctions if it is essential to the 

national security. But he is required to 

notify Congress 45 working days before 

doing so. The bill allows the President 

to exercise the waiver without waiting 

those nine weeks. 
Third, the bill waives provisions of 

law which restrict assistance to na-

tions in arrears on their payments of 

official debt to the United States. The 

United States just rescheduled some of 

Pakistan’s debt, but that rescheduling 

does not take effect for several weeks, 

so this provision allows assistance to 

flow to Pakistan in the meantime. 
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Finally, the bill provides additional 

flexibility in providing emergency 

military assistance to any country as-

sisting us in the campaign against ter-

rorism by reducing, but not elimi-

nating, the notification periods for 

these authorities for two years. 
The bill makes no other changes to 

current law. Rather than provide broad 

waiver authority to override the sig-

nificant structure of laws we have en-

acted in recent decades, as the State 

Department asked, we have narrowly 

tailored the legislation to address the 

specific provisions of law that were ob-

stacles to helping Pakistan. In so 

doing, we are not foregoing any of the 

important policy objectives we have in 

Pakistan, particularly our non-pro-

liferation objectives. 
I should emphasize that this provi-

sion has broad support. It was nego-

tiated on a bipartisan basis within the 

Committee on Foreign Relations, and 

with the Chairman and Ranking Mem-

ber of the Foreign Operations Sub-

committee, Senator LEAHY and Sen-

ator MCCONNELL. Because of the ur-

gency of trying to get this legislation 

to the President, we have agreed to 

‘‘double-track’’ the bill. We will move 

it free-standing today, and the Appro-

priations Committee will incorporate 

it into the foreign operations appro-

priations bill when that is considered 

in the Senate. 
Mr. President, as we have since Sep-

tember 11, we stand united in support 

of the President. We stand ready to as-

sist the Administration in the cam-

paign against terrorism. I hope my col-

leagues will support this legislation. 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the committee amendment be 

agreed to, the bill be read a third time 

and passed, the title amendment be 

agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 

laid upon the table, and that any state-

ments relating to the bill be printed in 

the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee amendment in the 

nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill (S. 1465), as amended, was 

read the third time and passed. 

The title amendment was agreed to. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 

TIME—S. 1499 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-

stand that S. 1499, introduced earlier 

today by Senator KERRY and others, is 

at the desk, and I ask for its first read-

ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1499) to provide assistance to 

small business concerns adversely impacted 

by the terrorist attacks perpetrated against 

the United States on September 11, 2001, and 

for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. I now ask for its second 

reading and object to my own request 

on behalf of the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

will remain at the desk. 

f 

MEASURES INDEFINITELY 

POSTPONED—S. 985 and S. 1181 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that Calendar Nos. 127 

and 130 be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 5, 

AND TUESDAY, OCTOBER 9, 2001 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that when the Senate 

completes its business today, it ad-

journ until the hour of 10 a.m. Friday, 

October 5, for a pro forma session, and 

that following the pro forma session, 

the Senate adjourn until Tuesday, Oc-

tober 9, at 9:30 a.m. 

Further, on Tuesday, immediately 

following the prayer and the pledge, 

the Journal of proceedings be approved 

to date, the morning hour be deemed 

expired, the time for the two leaders be 

reserved for their use later in the day, 

and there be a period for morning busi-

ness with Senators permitted to speak 

for up to 5 minutes each, with the fol-

lowing exception: Senator BYRD of

West Virginia, 30 minutes; further, 

that at 10 a.m., the Senate resume con-

sideration of the motion to proceed to 

S. 1447, the aviation security bill, with 

30 minutes of debate equally divided 

between the majority leader and the 

Republican leader, or their designees, 

prior to a 10:30 a.m. rollcall vote on 

cloture on the motion to proceed, with 

the mandatory quorum waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 

will convene on Friday for a pro forma 

session and adjourn until Tuesday at 

9:30 a.m. On Tuesday, there will be a 

period of morning business until 10 

a.m. The Senate will vote on cloture on 

the motion to proceed to the aviation 

safety bill at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday. We 

hope cloture will be invoked so the 

Senate may begin consideration of the 

aviation bill next week. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 

TOMORROW

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-

ness to come before the Senate, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 

stand in adjournment under the pre-

vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 6:30 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 

October 5, 2001, at 10 a.m. 
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The House met 10 a.m. 

Rabbi Alan Katz, Temple Sinai, 

Rochester, New York, offered the fol-

lowing prayer: 

Today is the third day of the Jewish 

Festival of Tabernacles, Succoth, our 

Feast of Booths. This festival is also 

called the Time of Our Rejoicing, and 

begins only 5 days after Yom Kippur, 

our most solemn of holy days. In re-

newed spirit, we therefore pray for the 

Almighty’s divine protection. We ask 

You, Universal God, to spread over us 

the tabernacle of Your peace and direct 

us in good counsel. Be our rock and 

support in both times of grief and of 

joy.

As the Jewish people from ancient 

days to the present dwelt and survived 

in Harvest Booths under the protecting 

wings of God’s presence, bless our en-

tire Nation with the shelter of love and 

peace that helps us to regain our con-

fidence and security. Be with the lead-

ers of our country who, in wisdom and 

compassion, seek to establish justice 

and peace in our Nation and in the 

world. Strengthen our citizens to reach 

out in kindness as we acknowledge the 

holiness of the Divine image found in 

each and every person. Allow us to 

stand upright and tall in the face of all 

that comes our way, always champions 

for freedom and peace. 

Praised are You, Eternal One, whose 

shelter of peace encompasses us and all 

humanity.

Amen.

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-

ceedings and announces to the House 

his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-

nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) come 

forward and lead the House in the 

Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER led the Pledge of 

Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 

indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 

that the Senate has passed with 

amendments in which the concurrence 

of the House is requested, a bill of the 

House of the following title: 

H.R. 768. An act to amend the Improving 

America’s Schools Act of 1994 to make per-

manent the favorable treatment of need- 

based educational aid under the antitrust 

laws.

The message also announced that the 

Senate has passed without amendment 

a joint resolution of the House of the 

following title: 

H.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution approving the 

extension of nondiscriminatory treatment 

with respect to the products of the Socialist 

Republic of Vietnam. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate has passed a bill of the fol-

lowing title in which the concurrence 

of the House is requested: 

S. 1438. An act to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2002 for military activities of 

the Department of Defense, for military con-

struction, and for defense activities of the 

Department of Energy, to prescribe per-

sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 

Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 

from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) will 

be recognized for the first 1-minute. 

After that, there will be ten 1-minutes 

on each side. 

The Chair requests the gentlewoman 

from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) to assume 

the Chair. 

f 

WELCOME TO RABBI ALAN KATZ, 

TEMPLE SINAI OF ROCHESTER, 

NEW YORK 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 

today we open this legislative day with 

a prayer from Rabbi Alan Katz. I want 

to take a moment to tell my colleagues 

and the country about Rabbi Katz and 

the important role that he plays in my 

community.

Rabbi Katz has served as rabbi of 

Temple Sinai in Rochester since 1986, 

and he has played prominent roles in 

many of Rochester’s civic and faith or-

ganizations. Rabbi Katz is joined here 

today by his parents; his wife, Jan; and 

his brother, David. 

Rabbi Katz knows better than anyone 

that one of America’s strengths is our 

diversity. As Americans, we have enor-

mous freedom; and some in other lands 

do not understand it. Rochester is a 

community of many faiths; and Rabbi 

Katz is a leader in helping others learn, 

understand, and celebrate our dif-

ferences. He is known for his ability to 

reach across racial, ethnic, and reli-

gious lines to create understanding and 

friendship. He is part of a Muslim-Jew-

ish dialogue group; and he has fostered 

a relationship between Temple Sinai 

and AME Baber Church with Reverend 

Norvell Goff, Sr. Along with Catholic 

Bishop Matthew Clark, he co-led the 

Rochester Interfaith Mission to Israel 

in the summer of 1998. 

In these difficult and emotional 

times, many of us are returning to 

faith to seek guidance and under-

standing. Many people in Rochester 

turn to Rabbi Katz for his wisdom, his 

understanding, and his ability to heal. 

I am proud to have known Rabbi Katz 

for a number of years; and I am grate-

ful for his work in our community, as 

well as his personal friendship. I am 

honored that he was here today to lead 

us in prayer. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CITY OF HOPE MED-

ICAL CENTER FOR ITS WORK TO 

FIGHT BREAST CANCER 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-

er, the sea of stripes and stars and red, 

white, and blue that decorate shop win-

dows and adorn our homes and cars is 

evidence that Americans have renewed 

our sense of pride and unity. Donning 

ribbons and waving flags, hundreds 

more will fill the streets of South Flor-

ida this Sunday, October 7. They will 

participate in a patriotic salute; but as 

our Nation gets back to business, these 

South Floridians will Walk for Hope 

Against Breast Cancer. 

Walk for Hope Against Breast Cancer 

will help raise funds for lifesaving re-

search at City of Hope Medical Center 

and at the Beckman Research Insti-

tute. I congratulate the event co-chairs 

of the walk, Michael Yavner and Mason 

Mishcon; as well as the Grand Marshal 

of the walk, Susan Wise, the Morning 

Diva at 101.5 Lite FM, and Jade Alex-

ander, entertainment reporter for CBS 

4, who have utilized their TV and radio 

talents to promote the event. 

I also congratulate Ambassador 

Naomi Wright, director of community 

relations at Pro-player Stadium, who 

has worked to raise funds that will 

benefit clinical trials and hereditary 

and clinically associated research. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.000 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18782 October 4, 2001 
One in eight women will be diagnosed 

with breast cancer, but with the dedi-

cation and leadership of groups like 

City of Hope Medical Center, we will 

soon be trained with the weapons to 

fight this devastating disease. 

f 

URGING CONGRESS TO ALLOW 

GOD BACK INTO THE SCHOOL-

ROOMS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

his remarks.) 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, 

after September 11, America turned to 

prayer. Churches, community groups, 

colleges, all of America prayed for the 

victims, their families, and our great 

Nation.
Once again, when in crisis, America 

turns to prayer and turns to God. Yet, 

America has banned God from our 

schools. Shame. A nation that bans 

God from our schools is a nation that 

invites the devil. 
I yield back our right of religious 

freedom and urge this Congress to take 

whatever steps and means are nec-

essary to invite and allow God back 

into our schoolrooms. 

f 

WHY WE MUST GO TO WAR 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, we seem 

to be entering a new era of war pro-

testers. The professional protesters 

who have been marching against glob-

alism and capitalism and other causes 

now have a new cause. 

I respect true pacifists, although I do 

not agree with them. I believe some-

times we have to fight against tyrants. 

But we should remind one another that 

freedom is not free. Our freedoms were 

not won with poster paint. It was cost-

ly. They were won by the blood of pa-

triots.

The reason our soldiers fight and die 

is to secure our freedoms: the freedom, 

the luxury, even, to protest and carry a 

sign, and the freedom to be tolerant; 

the freedoms of religion, speech, press, 

assembly, and redress of grievances. 

This war is against terrorists who 

will kill innocent women and children 

and take the law into their own hands 

to achieve their own ends. This war is 

to guarantee that our people, our chil-

dren, can have a secure and free future. 

The intent of the terrorist is not our 

defeat, it is our destruction. If they 

had weapons of mass destruction, they 

would use them. They are seeking such 

capability as we speak. 

That is why we must go to war. We 

must exact justice on the terrorists, 

and we must prevent them from get-

ting that capability so the world can 

live in peace and freedom. 

TANCREDO AMENDMENT WILL 

STOP BARBARIC PRACTICE OF 

COCKFIGHTING

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

his remarks.) 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 

the House this morning has an oppor-

tunity to stop the barbaric and inhu-

mane practice of cockfighting. Roost-

ers bred, trained, and equipped not just 

to kill but maim and do maximum 

damage and bloodshed is something 

that is abhorrent to the American pub-

lic.
Starting in 1837, Massachusetts and 

46 other States over the years have 

done their job. Congress has not done 

its. Even though 25 years ago the House 

passed the legislation and last month 

passed legislation, we have never had 

time to do it right. 
It is time to close this loophole that 

transports these fighting birds across 

State lines. Join the advocates for hu-

mane treatment of animals, law en-

forcement, and the overwhelming ma-

jority of American citizens. I urge my 

colleagues to join the gentleman from 

Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) and I to close 

this loophole by voting for the amend-

ment.

f 

URGING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO 

RESCHEDULE SAFETY PATROL 

TRIPS TO THE U.S. CAPITOL 

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, I want 

to applaud my colleagues as co-chair-

man of the Congressional Travel and 

Tourism Caucus for their outstanding 

work on getting America flying again, 

traveling again, and looking at some of 

the implications of September 11. 
One disturbing note: I have heard 

many school districts around the Na-

tion are talking about canceling the 

all-important safety patrol trips to our 

Nation’s Capitol. I urge them to recon-

sider those decisions. One of the great 

times for us in Congress is a chance to 

meet with our young constituents 

when they come to Washington, D.C., 

their eyes big as saucers, looking at 

the wonderful majesticness of this 

building, our national monuments, and 

the history invoked in this room. 
This is a singularly important trip 

for these young people and should not 

be put aside based on fear or irrational 

concerns over safety. We want the chil-

dren to be treated safely. We want 

them, yet, to have a great historical 

time in our Nation’s Capitol. 
I urge those school boards to recon-

sider their decision and allow their 

kids to travel to our Nation’s Capitol. 

They will be safe, and more important, 

they will gain an insight into the 

workings of the Federal Government, 

which is important for themselves and 

their future. 

f 

TODAY CONGRESS CAN FUN-

DAMENTALLY REFORM AGRI-

CULTURE POLICY TO BENEFIT 

ALL FARMERS 

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, today we 

have a chance to fundamentally reform 

agriculture policy so all farmers in all 

regions of the country will benefit 

under the next farm bill. 

b 1015

I, along with the gentleman from 

New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the gen-

tleman from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST)

and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

DINGELL) will offer an amendment that 

takes a little bit of the increase of the 

subsidy payments that the largest 

commodity producers will receive, and 

instead move those resources into vol-

untary and incentive-based land and 

water conservation programs that our 

farmers want and are calling for. 
As the Bush administration made 

clear in their statement on the farm 

bill released yesterday, even they can-

not support the committee bill be-

cause, and I quote, ‘‘It misses the op-

portunity to modernize the Nation’s 

farm programs through market ori-

ented tools, innovative environmental 

programs, including extending benefits 

to working lands and aid programs 

that are consistent with our trade 

agenda.’’
Our amendment, Madam Speaker, ac-

complishes these objectives, and I urge 

my colleagues to support the Boehlert- 

Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. 

f 

AIDING OUR CITIZENS 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, the 

recent terrorist acts against our Na-

tion have scared and angered us. Many 

have been directly affected by this 

tragedy and some have lost loved ones, 

and some are experiencing job displace-

ment and others just need someone to 

talk to. There is help for those affected 

by this misfortune. 
There are forms of aid available to 

them and their families and friends in 

this difficult time. I wanted to ensure 

our citizens that they have knowledge 

and access to these helpful programs. 
If folks are out of work because of 

the attack, they are eligible for dis-

aster unemployment assistance includ-

ing access to health insurance. It is 

possible for states to receive funding 

from the Department of Labor if a 

large amount of their citizens have ex-

perienced job loss. If employment has 
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been terminated due to a downsizing in 

the company resulting from these 

events, there are employment services 

that will assist in finding a new job. 
Madam Speaker, looking to our 

neighbors and offering help at times 

such as these is what makes America 

and our citizens resilient. Our land 

may have been damaged, but our 

strength is indestructible. 

f 

HONORING THOMAS JOHNSON 

(Ms. CARSON of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute.) 
Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Madam 

Speaker, I rise today to honor Mr. 

Thomas Johnson, a professional truck 

driver for Roadway Express and proud-

ly one of my constituents. 
Mr. Johnson was recently invited 

into the ranks of the Individual Million 

Mile Safe Drivers, a small group of 

truck drivers who have driven their ve-

hicles more than one million miles 

without accident. 
To put what Mr. Johnson has done 

into perspective, the average car driver 

would have to travel around the world 

at least 40 times to equal this mile-

stone. This is a remarkable accom-

plishment, and is an outstanding safety 

achievement. I rise today to congratu-

late Mr. Johnson for his hard work and 

for the example he sets for other pro-

fessional truck drivers and regular mo-

torists.
Mr. Johnson has been with Roadway 

Express for over 8 years and I know 

that they are as proud of him as I am. 

I wish Mr. Johnson, his family, his 

company all the best for the future and 

hope that he will keep on trucking 

safely for many years to come. 

f 

FIGHT HUNGER TO REDUCE 

POVERTY

(Mr. QUINN asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. QUINN. Madam Speaker, October 

16 is United Nations World Food Day. 

This annual event, as we know, seeks 

to raise awareness for the problem of 

hunger around the world, as well as to 

provide a plan to address and make a 

significant reduction in the number of 

people who are without food. This 

year’s theme, Fight Hunger To Reduce 

Poverty underscores the U.N.’s belief 

that fighting hunger is the first step in 

reducing poverty. 

In conjunction with the food bank of 

Western New York and Buffalo, we are 

honored to sponsor a Columbus Day 

food raiser Monday, October 8. Food 

and money donated to this event will 

go towards supplying families in our 

area food items over the holiday and 

Thanksgiving times. In my district and 

throughout the region, the food bank is 

dedicated to feeding hungry people, 

providing over 90,000 individuals with 

close to a million meals per month. 
Madam Speaker, I would encourage 

all of our colleagues to work with their 

local relief organizations to continue 

to fight hunger. 

f 

IMPORTANCE OF URBAN 

FORESTRY

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

his remarks.) 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 

Speaker, as we consider the agriculture 

relief package today, I urge my col-

leagues to support the increase of fund-

ing for Urban forestry. In my district, 

the city of Atlanta, loses 50 acres of 

green space each day. The city, once 

known as the city of trees, is in danger 

of becoming the city of asphalt, strip 

malls and sprawl. Urban forestry helps 

to correct this problem. 
Madam Speaker, this is an important 

issue. It is about more than just a few 

trees and parks. We need to open green 

space in our cities so that families can 

come together and watch the wonder of 

nature. We need open green spaces in 

our communities so that young people 

can belt 3–2 pitches over the fence. We 

need open green space in our neighbor-

hood so that our seniors can sit and 

talk about the days gone by. 
Madam Speaker, we need urban for-

estry.

f 

RETURN TO THE SKIES 

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, 

today Washington, D.C. Ronald Reagan 

National Airport reopened, a reopening 

that reflects the freedom to access the 

world’s seat of democracy. This is yet 

another sign that our country is recov-

ering and we will not cower to the 

threat of terrorism. 

I applaud the administration for 

their commitment to assuring the 

American public and that it is safe to 

return to the skies. Washington, D.C., 

like other favorite tourist destinations 

in our great Nation, welcomes millions 

of visitors every year and the reopen-

ing of Ronald Reagan National Airport 

will once again allow people to travel 

from the farthest corners of the world 

to see our Nation at work, to see our 

Nation’s capital and to see democracy 

at work. 

Our Nation is strong. Our resolve is 

strong. Madam Speaker, we will not 

allow terrorists to shut down our air-

ports, our society or our freedoms. I 

encourage everyone to battle terrorism 

individually by returning to their nor-

mal day-to-day work routines and to 

enjoy the freedoms of travel and enjoy 

their lives as Americans. 

ADOPTION INFORMATION ACT 

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia 

asked and was given permission to ad-

dress the House for 1 minute and to re-

vise and extend her remarks.) 
Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to speak 

about the Adoption Information Act 

which I recently introduced. 
The act requires that eligible family 

planning clinics that receive Federal 

funds provide information listing the 

adoption agencies in that State to 

every person who enters these clinics 

and requests family planning services. 
Opinion surveys consistently find 

that the general public views adoption 

as an attractive option in the case of 

an out-of-wedlock pregnancy or other 

situations in which the mother is un-

able to care for the unexpected child. 

Yet very few women choose adoption 

when confronted with an unwanted 

pregnancy. I believe this is in part be-

cause adoption information is not 

available to them and they often have 

to search for a provider of adoption 

services. This bill is a small step in the 

right direction and provides women 

with another option. 
Adoption is a safe, loving choice for 

both the mother and the child. I urge 

my colleagues to support the Adoption 

Information Act. 

f 

EXPRESSING THANKS TO THE 

PEOPLE IN THE FOURTH CON-

GRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF ALA-

BAMA

(Mr. ADERHOLT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

his remarks.) 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, we 

have all heard stories over the past 

three weeks where Americans have 

gone out of their way and beyond the 

call of duty to help the victims of their 

families of the September 11 attacks of 

the United States. I have seen several 

examples in Alabama and in the con-

gressional district I represent, the 

Fourth District of Alabama. 
One such example is in the north-

eastern part of the fourth congres-

sional district in DeKalb County. A 

family there heard a firefighter tell of 

a need that was so simple, that many 

may not have even thought about it, 

the need for clean, dry socks. It should 

be noted that this area of the district 

is the ‘‘sock capital’’ of the world. 
After a few phone calls to numerous 

sock mills in the Fort Payne area, 

those in Alabama’s hosiery industry 

were there to help, offering socks made 

in America, from American materials, 

finished in America, packaged in 

America and, most importantly, for 

American heroes in their time of need. 
The hosiery industry in Fort Payne 

and DeKalb County was presented with 

a need and answered the call within 24 

hours. More than 5,000 pairs of socks 
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were delivered to both New York City 

and the Pentagon. 
I want to express my thanks for the 

actions of the people of the Fort Payne 

area and the thousands of other fami-

lies in Alabama’s Fourth District who 

work in these sock mills. I am proud to 

represent this community, Fort Payne, 

even though it may not have been in 

the headlines of the New York Times, 

they stood up in an important way to 

help their fellow Americans. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-

bers may have 5 legislative days within 

which to revise and extend their re-

marks and include extraneous mate-

rials on H.R. 2646. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

BIGGERT). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 

f 

FARM SECURITY ACT OF 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 248 and rule 

XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 

the Committee of the Whole House on 

the State of the Union for the further 

consideration of the bill, H.R. 2646. 

b 1026

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union for the 

further consideration of the bill (H.R. 

2646) to provide for the continuation of 

agricultural programs through fiscal 

year 2011, with Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-

ington (Chairman pro tempore) in the 

chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-

day, October 3, 2001, Amendment Num-

ber 52, printed in the CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD, by the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. SMITH) had been disposed of 

and the amendment in the nature of a 

substitute was open to amendment at 

any point. 
Are there further amendments? 

AMENDMENT NO. 61 OFFERED BY MR. TIERNEY

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 61 offered by Mr. TIERNEY:

At the end of the bill, insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. 932. REPORT REGARDING GENETICALLY EN-
GINEERED FOODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after funds are made available to carry out 

this section, the Secretary of Agriculture, 

acting through the National Academy of 

Sciences, shall complete and transmit to 

Congress a report that includes recommenda-

tions for the following: 

(1) DATA AND TESTS.—The type of data and 

tests that are needed to sufficiently assess 

and evaluate human health risks from the 

consumption of genetically engineered foods. 

(2) MONITORING SYSTEM.—The type of Fed-

eral monitoring system that should be cre-

ated to assess any future human health con-

sequences from long-term consumption of 

genetically engineered foods. 

(3) REGULATIONS.—A Federal regulatory 

structure to approve genetically engineered 

foods that are safe for human consumption. 
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Agriculture $500,000 to carry out 
this section. 

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
safety of our food supply is one of our 
Nation’s top priorities obviously, but 
increasingly, Americans are becoming 
concerned about the genetically engi-
neered ingredients that are in their 
food. Because of that concern, I have 
introduced this reasonable amendment 
that provides for a National Academy 
of Sciences study to examine three im-
portant health-related aspects of ge-
netically engineered foods. 

First, that the tests being performed 
on genetically engineered foods to en-
sure their health safety are adequate 
and relevant. 

Second, what type of monitoring sys-
tem is needed to assess future health 
consequences from genetically engi-
neered foods. 

And third, what type of regulatory 
structure should be in place to approve 
genetically engineered foods for hu-
mans to eat. 

Genetically engineered crops can be 
found in many of the foods we eat 
every day. Potato chips, soda, baby 
food, they all contain genetically engi-
neered ingredients. Last year, many 
Americans became aware of the perva-
siveness of these ingredients in our 
food when Starlink corn that was ge-
netically engineered wound up in 
human food, and not just the animal 
feed for which it was approved. 

We need to address this issue before 
we have more unexpected incidents 
like this. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue is not going 
to be resolved on its own. Several 
States, including my home State of 
Massachusetts, are considering legisla-
tion that would impose a moratorium 
on the planting of genetically engi-
neered crops. In the meantime, the 
number of genetically engineered crops 
planted by farmers is continuing to 
grow.

In the year 2000, more than 100 mil-
lion acres of land around the world 
were planted with genetically engi-
neered crops. This is 25 times as much 
as was planted just 4 years before. If we 
do not make an effort to ensure the 
best testing, monitoring and regu-
latory structures are in place now, our 
farmers are going to suffer the con-
sequences of any future lack of public 
confidence in genetically engineered 
foods.

This effort has been endorsed by the 
Center for Science in the Public Inter-

est, an organization devoted to improv-
ing the safety and nutritional quality 
of our food supply, and I urge all of my 
colleagues to join me in supporting 
this common sense amendment to pro-
tect our farmers and our families. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIERNEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s offering the 
amendment, and I know that this is of 
great concern. I wanted to mention 
that numerous studies have been un-
dertaken by private scientific soci-
eties, public universities, regulatory 
agencies and the National Academy of 
Sciences, which have addressed and dis-
missed this question. 

While the initial reaction to this 
amendment may be to question the du-
plicative nature of yet another study, I 
recognize there is value in continued 
education, evaluation of the ability to 
oversee the application of new tech-
nologies to our food production and 

processing systems, and I would like to 

indicate to the gentleman from Massa-

chusetts that the committee would be 

happy to accept the amendment. 
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Mr. TIERNEY. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
It is generally agreed that the 21st 

century brings with it a new era of bio-

logical sciences, with the advances in 

molecular biology and biotechnology 

that promises longer, healthier lives 

and the effective control, perhaps 

elimination of a host of acute and 

chronic diseases. Right now we have 

the best safeguards in the world in 

testing any new food product. 
The biotechnological development of 

new plants that is achieved through 

this new technology is more safe (ac-

cording to witnesses testifying at five 

hearings I have had now in my Sub-

committee on Research) more safe 

than the traditional cross-breeding or 

hybrid breeding of plants. Most every-

thing that we eat now, and buy at the 

grocery store, has been genetically 

modified. The genetic modification has 

been accomplished by crossing one 

plant with another. With maybe 25 to 

30,000 genes in a typical plant crossed 

with another plant, not knowing what 

the end result is going to be is poten-

tially more dangerous than using the 

new technology. 
With the new biotechnology, we have 

the ability to identify particular genes 

and the folding of proteins related to 

those genes to help assure that the re-

sulting product is going to be safe. In 

addition to that, we have the best regu-

latory safeguards anywhere in the 

world, with USDA, with the Food and 

Drug Administration, and the Environ-

mental Protection Agency all looking 

into safeguarding these new plant and 

food products. 
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I would hope we would not support 

any suggestion that is going to reduce 

the scientific effort to achieve the kind 

of new food and feed products that we 

need in this country and that have the 

potential of being helpful to third 

world countries and a hungry world. 

The kind of food products that could, 

for example, grow in the arid soils 

where they were not able to grow in 

the past; food products that provide 

vaccines or important vitamins and nu-

trients.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 

TIERNEY).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR. PICKERING

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 46 offered by Mr. PICK-

ERING:
At the end of title IX, add the following 

section:

SEC. 9ll. MARKET NAME FOR PANGASIUS FISH 
SPECIES.

The term ‘‘catfish’’ may not be considered 

to be a common or usual name (or part 

thereof) for the fish Pangasius bocourti, or 

for any other fish not classified within the 

family Ictalariidae, for purposes of section 

403 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act, including with respect to the importa-

tion of such fish pursuant to section 801 of 

such Act. 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to take this opportunity first to 

thank the Chairman, the gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. COMBEST), and the 

ranking member, the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), for their leader-

ship on the underlying legislation, the 

farm bill, which is greatly needed to 

stabilize and secure the farm economy 

as we go forward over the next decade. 
The amendment that I have before us 

today is very simple. In December 2000, 

the FDA made a unilateral decision to 

allow the Vietnamese to label basafish 

as catfish. Now, this is equivalent to 

allowing water buffalo to be imported 

into this country under the label of 

beef.
Since that time we have seen false, 

deceptive, and misleading labeling of 

this product. For example, we have 

cajun delight catfish, we have delta 

fresh farm raised catfish, and I can tell 

my colleagues that we do not have 

these fish raised in the Mississippi 

Delta. It is misleading. 
The tragedy is that we have allowed 

a situation to occur which is hurting 

an industry born a generation ago in 

Mississippi and Louisiana and Arkan-

sas and across the southeast that has 

given the catfish the good name and 

the good flavor it has. This industry 

has created a vital and important con-

tribution to my State’s economy. We 

need to do everything that we can to 

make sure that our trade practices and 

labeling are fair. 
This amendment will do that and will 

require the labeling of the Vietnamese 

import to be basa, as it should be. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to recognize 

and thank my colleagues, the gen-

tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY), the 

gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 

SHOWS), and the gentleman from Ar-

kansas (Mr. ROSS), who are joining 

with me. I also want to thank the 

chairman for his work with me in this 

effort.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PICKERING. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s amendment. I 

understand the problem that the cat-

fish farmers are facing as a result of an 

imported fish being inappropriately la-

beled.
The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 

PICKERING) has worked hard to develop 

a solution to this problem both admin-

istratively and legislatively. We can 

continue to work to try to find solu-

tions to the problem. I appreciate the 

gentleman’s amendment and will be 

happy to accept it. 
Mr. PICKERING. I thank the chair-

man.
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the amendment, and I want 

to join with my colleague from Mis-

sissippi this morning in support of this 

amendment.
The catfish industry in America is a 

very innovative, creative industry. My 

father was one of the pioneers in that 

industry. I think he would be terribly 

disappointed today to see what we are 

allowing to happen as basafish are 

being brought into this country and 

mislabeled catfish or mislabeled delta 

fresh. They are two completely dif-

ferent products. They are genetically 

different. This would be the same as 

calling a cat a cow, and we just simply 

should not allow it. 
The Vietnamese basafish claim to be 

delta fresh. There is no way that this 

can be possible and it misleads our cus-

tomers. The Vietnamese basafish are 

raised using cages thrown into the 

Mekong River, one of the most polluted 

watersheds in the world. 
It is costing our producers about 10 

to 20 cents a pound as they try to stay 

in business. They are struggling right 

now. They have a very difficult mar-

ketplace because of the situation that 

this basafish import has created. This 

price differential has made it so that 

our producers are no longer profitable. 
We simply cannot continue to let un-

safe, mislabeled product destroy our 

catfish producers in this country. Delta 

farm-raised catfish are of the highest 

quality. They are clearly what the con-

sumers want, and we should not allow 

the mislabeling of Vietnamese basafish 

to continue and to mislead our con-

sumers.
Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-

tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-

ERING) and all my colleagues in sup-

porting this amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, right now we know 

what rural America and rural Mis-

sissippi is going through in agriculture. 

It is being depleted and we are losing 

jobs and farmers every day. Catfish 

may not be a big industry in the rest of 

the country, but catfish is the fourth 

largest agricultural product in Mis-

sissippi. All the catfish feed mills and 

processing plants are either family- 

owned or farmer-owned cooperatives. 
Our family farmers are on the verge 

of going out of business and the Viet-

namese imported fish industry is put-

ting them out of business. Vietnamese 

fish products labeled as farm-raised 

catfish are flooding our markets today. 

The Vietnamese farmers are producing 

inferior, potentially unsafe fish prod-

ucts and disguising them with labels 

that imitate the ones we place on ours, 

like farm-raised catfish. It is a ploy to 

mislead and confuse the consumer 

about the origin of the product. 
In 1997, the U.S. imported 120,000 

pounds of Vietnamese fish product. 

Just 4 years later, in 2001, we are up to 

almost 20 million pounds of so-called 

farm-raised catfish. The Vietnamese 

Government has verbally agreed to co-

operate with the American trade offi-

cials about labeling the fish products, 

but we cannot rest on their assertions. 

This is why I wholeheartedly support 

this amendment, and I encourage my 

colleagues to protect our American 

catfish and our farmers in rural Amer-

ica.
Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
I want to thank Chairman COMBEST

and Ranking Member STENHOLM for

working endlessly on the Farm Secu-

rity Act of 2001. I want them to know 

that I think they have done a superb 

job. I think it is an excellent bill. The 

producers in my district think it is an 

excellent bill, in spite of what some 

other people might say. I sincerely ap-

preciate their efforts to include the 

McGovern-Dole International Food for 

Education and Child Nutrition Pro-

gram in the trade title of the farm bill. 
Missouri’s own Harry Truman joined 

20,000 Americans on May the 8th, 1946, 

in sending food donations to victims 

and survivors of World War II. Many of 

these recipients were children. And 

when the packages reached the port at 

LeHavre, France, it was clear that the 

folks in the U.S. had joined forces to 

help those in need, something that 

Americans have always done at home 

and abroad. 
We are fortunate to have overcome 

the scars of starvation experienced in 
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World War II here in this country, but 

the battle against hunger and for sur-

vival still exists today. We know the 

school lunch program here in America 

has made a genuine difference in the 

lives of hungry children; but, unfortu-

nately, children in other countries are 

still starving. Three hundred million 

poor children are undernourished, and 

35,000 children die every day from hun-

ger-related disease and illness. A hun-

gry child cannot learn. 
I am very, very proud of the bill that 

my colleague, the gentleman from 

Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), and I 

introduced, the George McGovern and 

Bob Dole International Food for Edu-

cation and Child Nutrition Act of 2001, 

which is loosely based on our American 

School Lunch Program, which was 

originally sponsored in the United 

States Senate by Senator Dole and 

Senator McGovern, who are known 

worldwide for being champions of end-

ing hunger. 
Now, the Food for Education Act 

would make permanent a pilot program 

for commodity donations that was es-

tablished during the 106th Congress. 

This is truly a win-win endeavor for 

the United States. Not only are we able 

to feed children here at home and in 

poor countries, but we also use sur-

pluses from our farmers and producers, 

and that helps strengthen their bottom 

lines at a time when our farmers are 

truly hurting. 
Additionally, it strengthens farm 

prices, and we all know that aid does 

lead to trade. 
So I just want to thank the chairman 

and the ranking member once again for 

including this very, very important 

piece of legislation within the bill. 
Mr. ROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
I am honored today to be a cosponsor 

of the Pickering-Ross amendment to 

the farm bill. The farm-raised catfish 

industry is an important part of the 

economy of my congressional district, 

which covers all of south Arkansas, 

where many farm families have con-

verted their row-crop farms into cat-

fish farms in recent years in order to 

turn a more decent profit. In fact, Ar-

kansas is number three in catfish sales 

in the Nation, with nearly $66 million, 

or 13 percent, of the total United 

States sales, behind only Mississippi 

and Alabama. 
Today, these catfish producers in my 

district and around the country, espe-

cially in the delta region, are being un-

fairly hurt by so-called catfish being 

dumped into American markets from 

Vietnam and sold as catfish. The truth 

is, it is not catfish. It is even not the 

same species of fish. In fact, American 

farm-raised catfish and Vietnamese so- 

called catfish are no more related than 

a cat is to a cow. Our amendment 

would protect our farm-raised catfish 

producers by saying that the term cat-

fish cannot be used for any fish, such 

as the ones from Vietnam, that are not 

specifically a member of the catfish 

family.
Last year, imports of Vietnamese 

catfish totaled 7 million pounds, more 

than triple the 2 million pounds im-

ported in 1999 and more than 12 times 

the 575,000 pounds imported back in 

1998. Indications show that imports 

have now reached as much as 1 million 

pounds a month. Many catfish farmers 

estimate that these imports have 

taken away as much as 20 percent of 

their market share. 
In Vietnam, the so-called catfish can 

be produced at a much lower cost due 

to cheap labor and less stringent envi-

ronmental regulations. Many of these 

fish are being grown in cages in pol-

luted rivers. Then they are dumped 

into American markets and passed off 

as farm-raised catfish. 
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This dumping of so-called catfish 

into our country not only hurts our 

farm families, if hurts our working 

families. Many of the plants where the 

catfish are processed, hire workers who 

are making the transition from welfare 

to work. 
Just a few weeks ago, I visited a 

plant in my district in the Delta in 

Lake Village, Arkansas that has al-

ready been forced to cut their work 

schedule to a 4-day work week. Other 

catfish processing plants are facing 

similar problems, and some are even 

facing the possibility of having to close 

altogether.

It is really quite simple. Our farmers 

and our workers do not mind competi-

tion, but they do mind when the com-

petition is unfair. I urge my colleagues 

to support America’s farm-raised cat-

fish industry, our farm families, and 

our working families. I urge my col-

leagues to vote for this amendment. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-

port of title III for this bill, and in par-

ticular section 312, George McGovern- 

Robert Dole International Food for 

Education and Child Nutrition Pro-

gram.

I especially want to express my ap-

preciation for the leadership of the 

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 

LANTOS) for including this provision in 

the chairman’s mark of title III when 

it was taken up by the Committee on 

International Relations. 

I commend the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for 

negotiating on language and agreeing 

to include section 312 in the final 

version of H.R. 2646. 

I pledge to work with my colleagues 

and the administration to identify a re-

liable funding stream for this program 

as the farm bill moves through the leg-

islative process. In the meantime, sec-

tion 312 makes it clear that the Presi-

dent may continue to use existing au-

thorities to continue and expand the 

pilot program. 
In May, the gentlewoman from Mis-

souri (Mrs. EMERSON) and I introduced 

H.R. 1700, a bill to establish the Global 

Food for Education Program inspired 

by a proposal advocated by former Sen-

ators McGovern and Dole, this bill cur-

rently has 107 bipartisan cosponsors. 

Section 312 is a modified version of this 

bill.
The George McGovern-Robert Dole 

International Food for Education and 

Child Nutrition Program would provide 

at least one nutritious meal each day 

in a school setting to many of the more 

than 300 million school children who go 

to bed hungry. Some 130 million of 

these children do not go to school be-

cause their parents need them to go to 

work at home or go to menial jobs or 

because they are orphaned by war, nat-

ural disasters, or diseases like AIDS. 
This program would complement and 

expand throughout the world Amer-

ica’s own highly successful school 

breakfast and school lunch programs. 

It would expand the President’s com-

mitment to education and to leave no 

child behind to the international stage. 
A pilot program currently reaches 9 

million children in 38 countries. With 

the provision in this bill, we now have 

the opportunity to create a permanent 

program and expand its reach to nearly 

30 million children. We can blaze a 

trail for other donor nations to follow. 

We can demonstrate America’s com-

mitment to achieving the worldwide 

goal of cutting the number of hungry 

people in the world in half by 2015, 

while at the same time providing edu-

cation for all. 
To carry out this program, we can 

call on the experience of groups like 

Catholic Relief Services, CARE, Save 

the Children, Land O’Lakes, and the 

United Nations World Food Program, 

that have successfully proven that 

school feeding programs get more chil-

dren into school and keep them in 

school, especially girls. 
We can purchase the necessary com-

modities from American farmers, using 

the products of their hard labor to pro-

vide a school breakfast, lunch, power 

snack or take-home meal that will 

turn a listless and dull-eyed child into 

an attentive student. And American 

rail workers, truck drivers, dock work-

ers, port authorities and merchant ma-

rine will make sure the food gets from 

our farms and our shores to where it is 

needed most. 
For just 10 cents a day for each meal, 

we can feed a hungry child and help 

that child learn. With what we pay for 

a Big Mac, fries, and a soft drink, we 

can afford to feed two entire class-

rooms of kids in Ghana or Nepal. 
In these difficult times, every action 

taken by the Congress, including this 
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farm bill, takes on added meaning in 

the eyes of the world community. In 

examining our farm and rural policy, 

we must seek to add value, economic, 

social, and moral, to the dollars we 

spend on farm policy. One of the ways 

we do this is by increasing inter-

national food aid through our existing 

programs and by undertaking new ini-

tiatives. This bill does both. 
For most of recent history, dating 

back to the 1950s, our country has been 

the single largest donor of inter-

national food assistance. The Global 

Food for Education Program, section 

312, upholds that tradition. It is espe-

cially important, during this trying 

time for our Nation, that we continue 

our international involvement, par-

ticularly our aid to children in devel-

oping countries, so that the world can 

clearly see our abiding commitment to 

eradicating poverty, hunger, illiteracy, 

and intolerance. 
Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-

man’s work on title III and the in-

crease in food aid programs. I strongly 

support the George McGovern-Robert 

Dole International Food for Education 

Program, and I urge my colleagues to 

support these food aid programs. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I also compliment the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST)

and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

STENHOLM) and the gentleman from Il-

linois (Mr. HYDE) and the gentleman 

from California (Mr. LANTOS) for in-

cluding the George McGovern-Robert 

Dole International Food for Education 

in this farm bill. 
George McGovern is one of South Da-

kota’s native sons, a Senator, can-

didate for President of this great coun-

try, and a humanitarian. Senator Dole 

is someone that he worked with on 

both sides of the aisle putting together 

a bipartisan plan that would help ad-

dress the needs of needy children 

around the world. 
Coming from a farm State, the 

McGovern-Dole Food Act appeals to 

South Dakota because of its impact on 

the agricultural economy. While the 

food aid is shipped overseas, much of 

the money stays here in the United 

States. Domestic beneficiaries of food 

aid exports include agricultural pro-

ducers, places like my home State of 

South Dakota, and suppliers, proc-

essors and millers . 
In addition, food aid leads to food 

trade. U.S. food aid alleviates poverty 

and promotes economic growth in re-

cipient countries. At the same time as 

incomes in developing countries are 

rising, consumption patterns are 

changing and food and other imports of 

U.S. goods and services increase. In 

1996, 9 of the top 10 agricultural im-

porters of U.S. products were prior food 

aid recipients. 
It is important to note that this leg-

islation targets hungry and malnour-

ished children who are not going to 
school and who live in poor commu-
nities. They wish they did have the 
money to buy American agricultural 
products, but they do not. 

The overwhelming majority of these 
children reside in the 87 low-income, 
food deficit countries of the world. So 
even their governments do not have 
the money to purchase our food. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe food aid is a 
better alternative to the billions of 
dollars in foreign aid that we spend 
every year. This legislation would as-
sure that children in need get food as-
sistance rather than giving money to 
some of the regimes around the world 
who have less-than-pure motives when 
it comes to the way that they treat 
their people. 

The United States has a surplus of its 
high-quality agricultural products. 
Why not help the starving children in 
underdeveloped nations by giving them 
a piece of that surplus. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciated the will-
ingness of the leadership on both sides 
of the aisle to support this important 
initiative, this legislation which has 
been worked on so diligently by a cou-
ple of great statesmen and leaders in 
this countries, Senator McGovern and 
Senator Dole. And I appreciate that it 
has been made a part of this farm legis-
lation, and I thank the leadership for 
their assistance with it. It is a win-win 
for American producers and hungry 
children across the world. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of the amendment offered by 
my good friend, Mr. PICKERING. The United 
States Catfish industry is currently subjected 
to unfair trade competition which threatens the 
future success of many catfish producers and 
the communities they support. Frozen fish fil-
lets of an entirely different family of fish are 
imported and unlawfully passed off to cus-
tomers as ‘‘catfish’’. This is happening in such 
large and increasing volumes that the true 
‘‘North American Catfish’’ market is being 
flooded by a lesser quality product at a much 
cheaper price. 

American consumers are defrauded into be-
lieving that they are receiving farm raised U.S. 
catfish instead of another species of fish 
raised along the Mekong River in Vietnam. 
Most of the Vietnamese fish are raised in 
floating cages and ponds along the Mekong 
River Delta, feeding on whatever floats down 
the river. Yet the importers are fraudulently 
marketing them as farm-raised grain-fed cat-
fish. Since the Vietnamese do not place a high 
value on cultivating the fish in a controlled en-
vironment, their cost of production is much 
lower. 

Importers of the Vietnam fish, searching for 
new markets, were allowed by the FDA to use 
the term ‘‘catfish’’ in combination with pre-
viously approved names. This has resulted in 
imports entering the U.S. in skyrocketing 
quantities. The amendment offered today will 
correct this mistake and help assure that con-
sumers are receiving the quality product that 
they so desire. 

It is unlawful to pass a cheaper fish species 
off as another species. There is evidence of 

widespread illegal packaging and labeling of 
the Vietnamese fish which violates numerous 
existing laws, including the Fair Packaging 
and Labeling Act, the Trade-Mark Act of 1946, 
the Customs origin marking requirements, and 
the Federal Food Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

Since 1997, the total import volume of Viet-
namese catfish has risen from less than 500 
thousand pounds to over 7 million pounds in 
2000. According to the most recent data, im-
ports are reaching levels of 2 million pounds 
per month and are on target to reach over 20 
million pounds this year. As of May this year, 
Vietnamese fish imports have captured an es-
timated 20% of the U.S. catfish fillet market. 

There are over 189,000 acres of land in cat-
fish production, of which 110,000 are in my 
home state of Mississippi. U.S. catfish farmers 
produce 600 million pounds of farm-raised cat-
fish annually and require 1.8 billion pounds of 
feed. This supports over 90,000 acres of corn, 
500,000 acres of soybeans, and cotton seed 
from over 230,000 acres of cotton. 

This very young industry has created a cat-
fish market where none had previously ex-
isted. They have done this by investing sub-
stantial capital to producing a quality product 
which the consumer considers to be reliable, 
safe, and healthy. We cannot allow unfair 
competition to destroy the livelihood of farm-
ers, processors, employees and communities 
which depend on the American catfish indus-
try. 

I urge my colleagues to help protect the 
American catfish industry and ensure that con-
sumers are receiving the quality product they 
expect by supporting the amendment offered 
by Mr. PICKERING. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-

ERING).

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 29 offered by Mr. HOLT:

At the end of title IX, insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. ll. PROGRAM OF PUBLIC EDUCATION RE-
GARDING USE OF BIOTECHNOLOGY 
IN PRODUCING FOOD FOR HUMAN 
CONSUMPTION.

(a) PUBLIC INFORMATION CAMPAIGN.—Not

later than one year after the date of the en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri-

culture shall develop and implement a pro-

gram to communicate with the public re-

garding the use of biotechnology in pro-

ducing food for human consumption. The in-

formation provided under the program shall 

include the following: 

(1) Science-based evidence on the safety of 

foods produced with biotechnology. 

(2) Scientific data on the human outcomes 

of the use of biotechnology to produce food 

for human consumption. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For each of fiscal years 2002 through 2011 

there are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as may be necessary to carry out this 

section.
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(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is modeled after the Food 

Biotechnology Information Act, the 

legislation that I introduced in the 

106th Congress and again this year. 
The point of the bill and this amend-

ment is to give consumers the best in-

formation possible so they can make 

informed choices about the food they 

eat.
There is much uncertainty and much 

misinformation about biotechnology 

and food engineering. Certainly we 

need to be careful with biotechnology, 

as we need to be careful with all new 

and emerging technologies. With a tool 

this powerful, there are possibilities of 

damage and misuse. But as a scientist, 

I believe the use of biotechnology can 

provide greater yields of nutritionally 

enhanced foods with less land used and 

reduced use of pesticides and herbi-

cides. That is to say, biotechnology can 

be a real benefit to the consumer and 

the environment. 
Biotechnology applications are al-

ready reviewed and controlled by the 

Department of Agriculture, the Food 

and Drug Administration, and other 

agencies. My amendment deals with 

public information. I think the govern-

ment has a responsibility to provide 

clear, science-based, evidence-based 

public information that helps con-

sumers, policymakers, and others 

make informed choices about foods. 
I applaud the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) for including 

part of my legislation, the Food Bio-

technology Information Act in this 

bill. It deals with sound scientific re-

search, and I thank them for doing 

that.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-

plete this by including this informa-

tion on this amendment on public in-

formation. It is a straightforward 

amendment that directs the Secretary 

of Agriculture to undertake an infor-

mation campaign to provide scientif-

ically based information to consumers 

to allow them to understand the bene-

fits and indications of this new tech-

nology for their food choices. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOLT. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s interest. Bio-

technology offers extraordinary poten-

tial, not only to improve the economic 

viability of farms in the country, but 

to also help combat animal and plant 

diseases, improve food safety and qual-

ity, and enhance our ability to produce 

more food on less land with fewer agri-

cultural inputs. Therefore, improving 

our ability to enhance the environ-

ment. I appreciate the gentleman’s in-

terest in the subject. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee would 

be pleased to accept the gentleman’s 

amendment.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOLT. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I, 

too, think this is a good amendment. It 

could be very complementary to the 

activity that is already going on in the 

biotechnology community. Since 

science-based information is required, 

this is an excellent amendment; and I, 

too, join in its support. 
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from Texas (Chairman 

COMBEST) and the ranking member, the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from New Jersey 

(Mr. HOLT).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 65 OFFERED BY MR. WATKINS

OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 65 offered by Mr. WATKINS

of Oklahoma: 
At the end of title V, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF FORE-
CLOSURE ON CERTAIN REAL PROP-
ERTY OWNED BY, AND RECOVERY OF 
CERTAIN PAYMENTS FROM, BOR-
ROWERS WITH SHARED APPRECIA-
TION ARRANGEMENTS. 

During the period that begins with the 

date of the enactment of this Act and De-

cember 31, 2002, in the case of a borrower who 

has failed to make a payment required under 

section 353(e) of the Consolidated Farm and 

Rural Development Act with respect to real 

property, the Secretary of Agriculture— 

(1) shall suspend foreclosure on the real 

property by reason of the failure; and 

(2) may not attempt to recover the pay-

ment from the borrower. 

Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Chairman, I salute the gentleman from 

Texas (Chairman COMBEST) and the 

ranking member, the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), for the job they 

have done in putting together this 

tough piece of legislation. 
Mr. Chairman, I have a strong com-

mitment to agriculture. I know that it 

is a very difficult issue to work 

through. It is a very important pro-

gram for this great country and for the 

economy that we have which extends 

around the world. 
Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment; 

and I offer this amendment to the farm 

bill which is vitally important to many 

family farmers across the country. My 

amendment would temporarily suspend 

the collection schedule, the fore-

closures, until December 31, 2002, about 

14 months, on certain real property 

owned by, and recovery of certain pay-

ments from farmer-borrowers with 

shared appreciation agreements. 

Beginning in 1989, over 12,000 family 

farmers enrolled in shared appreciation 

agreement. These agreements allowed 

farmers and ranchers that so des-

perately need it to restructure their 

debt.
After 10 years, many of these farmers 

have been shocked and find themselves 

in conflict with their own government 

about the repayment and the type of 

schedule they must go through, and 

also how these new payments have 

been calculated. 
My amendment is important to many 

of our family farmers, especially a lot 

of our elderly farmers in America. You 

cannot find a more committed and 

dedicated people to our land, our soil, 

and our country; but many farmers be-

lieve they have been misled by their 

government. I think it is very impor-

tant we allow ample time, and this is 

what my amendment actually does. 
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We have got to look at the calcula-

tions and the recapturing costs and 

values of this. It gives the committee 

and others ample time to look into 

these before many of our farmers and 

ranchers are hurt even further. 
I would like to request that the 

chairman and his ranking member ac-

cept this to allow us the time to be 

able to look into it. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. I yield 

to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. I appreciate the gen-

tleman working with the committee on 

trying to come up with this amend-

ment and his advance notice of it. We 

have looked at it. We appreciate the 

gentleman’s interest in agriculture. We 

wish he served on our committee, but I 

understand that the powerful com-

mittee that he is on has an agricul-

tural interest as well. I would like to 

tell the gentleman that the committee 

would be in a position to accept the 

amendment.
Mr. WATKINS of Oklahoma. I thank 

the chairman and the ranking member. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. WAT-

KINS).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. ANDREWS:
At the end of subtitle F of title II, insert 

the following: 

SEC. . PROVISION OF ASSISTANCE FOR 
REPAUPO CREEK TIDE GATE AND 
DIKE RESTORATION PROJECT, NEW 
JERSEY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

403 of the Agricultural Credit Act of 1978 (16 
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U.S.C. 2203), the Secretary of Agriculture, 

acting through the Natural Resources Con-

servation Service, shall provide assistance 

for planning and implementation of the 

Repaupo Creek Tide Gate and Dike Restora-

tion Project in the State of New Jersey. 
(b) FUNDING.—Of the funds available for the 

Emergency Watershed Protection Program, 

not to exceed $600,000 shall be available to 

the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out 

subsection (a). 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED

BY MR. ANDREWS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that my amend-

ment be modified by striking subpara-

graph B. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the modification. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 3 offered 

by Mr. ANDREWS:
Strike subsection (b). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from New Jersey? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to begin by thanking Chair-

man COMBEST and Ranking Member 

STENHOLM for their excellent work on 

this piece of legislation. 
This amendment deals with a very 

serious problem in Gloucester County, 

New Jersey, in my district which could 

lead to severe flooding, loss of life and 

property damage for hundreds of fami-

lies who live adjacent to the Repaupo 

Creek. The tide gate, which is supposed 

to control flooding on that creek, is in 

severely dilapidated condition. The ex-

cellent work of the Agriculture Depart-

ment in the State of New Jersey has 

thus far indicated a willingness of that 

Department to address and solve this 

problem.
In order to make it explicit that the 

Department of Agriculture has the au-

thority to provide assistance for the 

planning and implementation of the 

Repaupo Creek tide gate and dike res-

toration project, I have introduced this 

amendment. Again, I believe it is an 

excellent preventative measure. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. I appreciate the gen-

tleman yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, just to make the 

record clear, subsection B of the 

amendment would have provided an op-

portunity for a point of order by the 

Committee on Appropriations. The 

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-

DREWS) has worked this issue out with 

Chairman BONILLA. Striking that sub-

section makes the amendment agree-

able.
I would be in a position to rec-

ommend the committee accept the 

amendment.
Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, 

I also wish to express my thanks to 

Chairman BONILLA and his staff for 

helping us. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from New Jersey 

(Mr. ANDREWS), as modified. 
The amendment, as modified, was 

agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 57, AMENDMENT NO. 58 AND

AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. THUNE

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

amendments, and I ask unanimous con-

sent that they be considered en bloc. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from South Dakota? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendments. 
The text of the amendments is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 57, amendment No. 58 and 

amendment No. 59 offered by Mr. THUNE:

Amendment No. 57: At the end of subtitle 

B of title II, insert the following: 

SEC. 215. EXPANSION OF PILOT PROGRAM TO ALL 
STATES.

Section 1231(h) of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831(h)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and 2002’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘South Dakota’’ 

and inserting ‘‘through 2011 calendar years, 

the Secretary shall carry out a program in 

each State’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(C), by striking ‘‘—’’ and 

all that follows and inserting ‘‘not more 

than 150,000 acres in any 1 State.’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig-

nating paragraphs (3) through (5) as para-

graphs (2) through (4), respectively. 

Amendment No. 58: Add at the end of title 

IX the following: 

SEC. 932. GAO STUDY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 

shall conduct a study and make findings and 

recommendations with respect to deter-

mining how producer income would be af-

fected by updating yield bases, including— 

(1) whether crop yields have increased over 

the past 20 years for both program crops and 

oilseeds;

(2) whether program payments would be 

disbursed differently in this Act if yield 

bases were updated; 

(3) what impact this Act’s target prices 

with updated yield bases would have on pro-

ducer income; and 

(4) what impact lower target prices with 

updated yield bases would have on producer 

income compared to this Act. 

(b) REPORT.—The Comptroller General 

shall submit a report to Congress on the 

study, findings, and recommendations re-

quired by subsection (a), not later than 6 

months after the date of enactment of this 

Act.

Amendment No. 59: At the end, add the fol-

lowing (and make such technical and con-

forming changes as may be appropriate): 

SEC. 932. INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE ON AGRI-
CULTURAL COMPETITION. 

(a) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

the Secretary of Agriculture shall establish 

an Interagency Task Force on Agricultural 

Competition (in this section referred to as 

the ‘‘Task Force’’) and, after consultation 

with the Attorney General, shall appoint as 

members of the Task Force such employees 

of the Department of Agriculture and the 

Department of Justice as the Secretary con-

siders to be appropriate. The Secretary shall 

designate 1 member of the Task Force to 

serve as chairperson of the Task Force. 
(b) HEARINGS.—The Task Force shall con-

duct hearings to review the lessening of com-

petition among purchasers of livestock, 

poultry, and unprocessed agricultural com-

modities in the United States and shall in-

clude in such hearings review of the fol-

lowing matters: 

(1) The enforcement of particular Federal 

laws relating to competition. 
(2) The concentration and vertical inte-

gration of the business operations of such 

purchasers.
(3) Discrimination and transparency in 

prices paid by such purchasers to producers 

of livestock, poultry, and unprocessed agri-

cultural commodities in the United States. 
(4) The economic protection and bar-

gaining rights of producers who raise live-

stock and poultry under contracts. 
(5) Marketing innovations and alter-

natives available to producers of livestock, 

poultry, and unprocessed agricultural com-

modities in the United States. 
(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 

the last member of the Task Force is ap-

pointed, the Task Force shall submit, to the 

Committee on Agriculture of the House of 

Representatives and the Committee on Agri-

culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-

ate, a report containing the findings and rec-

ommendations of the Task Force for appro-

priate administrative and legislative action. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, the first 

amendment that I offer today would di-

rect the Comptroller General of the 

GAO to conduct a study with respect to 

determining how producer income 

would be affected by updating yield 

bases. The yield base is one part of the 

equation to determining a farmer’s as-

sistance payment. Updating yield bases 

in this bill is crucial to the corn farm-

ers of South Dakota. Currently, yield 

bases are taken from yield information 

from 1981 to 1985. Corn yield technology 

has changed significantly in the past 20 

years in South Dakota. As a con-

sequence, corn farmers in my State be-

lieve that the next farm bill should in-

clude language that provides for up-

dated yield bases to accommodate the 

vast increase of base yields that pro-

ducers in South Dakota have seen in 

recent decades. 
The study I am proposing would de-

tail, first, whether crop yields have in-

creased over the past 20 years for both 

program crops and oilseeds; second, 

whether program payments would be 

disbursed differently in this Act if 

yield bases were updated; third, what 

impact this Act’s target prices with up-

dated yield bases would have on pro-

ducer income; and, finally, what im-

pact lower target prices with updated 

yield bases would have on producer in-

come compared to this Act. 
I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that 

Members support this amendment to 

study how producer income would be 

affected by updating yield bases. 
The second amendment, Mr. Chair-

man, that I offer has to do with extend-

ing the Farmable Wetlands Pilot Pro-

gram through the life of this farm bill. 

The Farmable Wetlands Pilot Program 
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is a six-State voluntary program to re-

store up to 500,000 acres of farmable 

wetlands and associated buffers by im-

proving the land’s hydrology and vege-

tation. Eligible producers in South Da-

kota, North Dakota, Iowa, Minnesota, 

Montana and Nebraska can enroll eligi-

ble lands in the pilot through the Con-

servation Reserve Program. The pilot 

was authorized by the fiscal year 2001 

Agricultural Appropriations Act. 
Eligible acreage includes farmed and 

prior converted wetlands that have 

been impacted by farming activities. 

Eligibility requirements include that 

land must be cropland planted to agri-

culture commodities 3 of the 10 most 

recent crop years and be physically and 

legally capable of being planted in a 

normal manner to an agricultural com-

modity; a wetland must be five acres or 

less; a buffer may not exceed the great-

er of three times the size of the wet-

land or an average of 150 feet on either 

side of the wetland; and participants 

must agree to restore the hydrology of 

the wetland to the maximum extent 

possible.
Producers in my State have had an 

enthusiastic enrollment thus far and 

have requested that the program be ex-

tended through the life of this farm 

bill. While doing so, my amendment 

also opens the program to all States. 
I ask that Members support this 

amendment to continue the effective-

ness of the Conservation Reserve Pro-

gram as it pertains to farmable wet-

lands.
The third amendment, Mr. Chairman, 

that I ask be approved directs the Sec-

retary of Agriculture to appoint an 

interagency task force on agricultural 

competition. The task force would re-

view the lessening of competition 

among purchasers of livestock, poultry 

and unprocessed agricultural commod-

ities in the United States by apprais-

ing, one, the enforcement of particular 

Federal laws relating to competition; 

the concentration and vertical integra-

tion of the business operations of such 

purchasers; discrimination and trans-

parency in prices paid by such pur-

chasers to producers of commodities; 

the economic protection and bar-

gaining rights of producers who raise 

livestock and poultry under contracts; 

and marketing innovations and alter-

ations available to producers. 
During my tenure in Congress, the 

Committee on the Judiciary held a 

hearing at my request on competitive-

ness in the agriculture and food mar-

keting industry. At that hearing and in 

subsequent conversations with other 

Members of Congress, I proposed that 

Congress thoroughly examine existing 

antitrust statutes and consider how 

those statutes are being applied and 

whether agencies and courts are fol-

lowing the laws according to congres-

sional intent. 
The very purpose of our antitrust 

statutes, namely, the Sherman Act and 

the Clayton Act, is to protect our sup-

pliers from anticompetitive practices 

that result from market dominance. 

There are laws on the books that pro-

hibit monopolistic or anticompetitive 

practices. Unfortunately for family 

farmers, these laws are not preventing 

such activities from occurring. 
For example, the hog industry has 

consolidated rapidly, with the four 

largest firms’ shares of hog slaughter 

reaching 57 percent in 1998 compared 

with 32 percent in 1980. In the cattle 

sector, the four largest beef packers ac-

counted for 79 percent of all cattle 

slaughtered in 1998 compared with 36 

percent in 1980. Additionally, four 

firms control nearly 62 percent of flour 

milling, four firms control 57 percent of 

dry corn milling, four firms control 74 

percent of wet corn milling, and four 

firms control nearly 80 percent of soy-

bean crushing. 
From 1984 to 1998, consumer food 

prices increased 3 percent while the 

prices paid to farmers for their prod-

ucts plunged by 36 percent. The impact 

of this price disparity is highlighted by 

reports of record profits among agri-

business firms at the very same time 

that agricultural producers are suf-

fering through an economic crisis. 
Mr. Chairman, with that said, I ask 

that Members support this amendment 

to create an interagency task force on 

agricultural competition to rec-

ommend appropriate administrative 

and legislative action on this very im-

portant issue to agriculture across this 

country.
I ask that these amendments be ap-

proved en bloc. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the amendments. 
I think the gentleman from South 

Dakota (Mr. THUNE) should be com-

mended for offering these three amend-

ments. All are subjects of great con-

cern and interest to my own constitu-

ency. As I held my agricultural town 

hall meetings, all of these issues were 

brought up as important issues that 

should be addressed. The gentleman 

from South Dakota, in offering No. 58, 

specifically on wetlands, has a major 

impact, as he mentioned, not only on 

his State, but several States including 

my own. And No. 60, which is an issue 

directed against the lack of competi-

tion in the marketing area and in the 

input area, is particularly important to 

our constituents. 
I think these amendments deserve 

very strong support. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

that part of the amendment of the gen-

tleman from South Dakota which di-

rects the Secretary of Agriculture to 

appoint an interagency task force on 

agricultural competition. 
Family farmers in Indiana often say 

they feel squeezed by the growing 

power and size of agribusinesses. They 

say they have fewer and fewer choices 

on where and with whom to do busi-

ness. A farmer often has no choice but 

to buy seeds, fertilizer and chemicals 

from a division of the same company 

that will end up buying the farmer’s 

finished crops at harvest. Farmers and 

ranchers also say that their bargaining 

power is eroding more every day as big 

changes take place in American agri-

culture.
As agribusinesses merge and become 

vertically integrated, America’s family 

farmers worry there is no room for 

them in the future of agriculture. It is 

alarming enough that there are one- 

third as many farms now as there were 

in the 1930s. There were 7 million farms 

in the United States in the 1930s. Now 

there are about 2.2 million farms, a de-

cline of 70 percent in 70 years. Now 

farmers fear they are losing control of 

their ability to make regular, routine 

decisions about their own small busi-

nesses.
The facts seem to bear out the con-

cerns of America’s farmers and ranch-

ers. The five largest beef packers ac-

count for about 83 percent of the cattle 

slaughter. The four largest corn ex-

porters control nearly 70 percent of 

that market. Just 50 producers market 

half of all the pigs raised in this coun-

try.
Farmers and ranchers are the heart 

of America’s rural communities, and 

they feel they are being ignored by the 

law. It is time their concerns about ag-

ribusinesses are addressed. If the big 

companies are engaging in anti-

competitive practices, our farmers and 

ranchers deserve to know the facts. 

And if agribusinesses are doing busi-

ness fairly, farmers and ranchers 

should know that as well. The inter-

agency task force on agricultural com-

petition would review the lessening of 

competition in agriculture and rec-

ommend appropriate administrative 

and legislative action. 
For that reason, I ask that Members 

support this amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendments offered 

by the gentleman from South Dakota 

(Mr. THUNE).
The amendments were agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4, AMENDMENT NO. 6 AND

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer amendments, and I ask unani-

mous consent that they be taken up en 

bloc.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Nebraska? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendments. 
The text of the amendments is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 4, amendment No. 6 and 

amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. BEREUTER:
Amendment No. 4: In section 212(a)— 

(1) strike ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 

(1);
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(2) strike the last period at the end of para-

graph (2) and insert ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) add at the end the following: 

(3) by adding after and below the end the 

following flush sentence: 

‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding sentence 

(but subject to subsection (c)), the Secretary 

may not include in the program established 

under this subchapter any land that has not 

been in production for at least 4 years, un-

less the land is in the program as of the ef-

fective date of this sentence.’’. 

Amendment No. 6: At the end of title IX, 

insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL 
STAFF AND FUNDING FOR THE 
GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND 
STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 

such sums as are necessary to enhance the 

capability of the Grain Inspection, Packers 

and Stockyards Administration to monitor, 

investigate, and pursue the competitive im-

plications of structural changes in the meat 

packing industry. Sums are specifically ear-

marked to hire litigating attorneys to allow 

the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-

yards Administration to more comprehen-

sively and effectively pursue its enforcement 

activities.

Amendment No. 7: At the end of title V, in-

sert the following: 

SEC. ll. AUTHORITY TO MAKE BUSINESS AND 
INDUSTRY GUARANTEED LOANS FOR 
FARMER-OWNED PROJECTS THAT 
ADD VALUE TO OR PROCESS AGRI-
CULTURAL PRODUCTS. 

Section 310B(a)(1) of the Consolidated 

Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 

1932(a)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(and in 

areas other than rural communities, in the 

case of insured loans, if a majority of the 

project involved is owned by individuals who 

reside and have farming operations in rural 

communities, and the project adds value to 

or processes agricultural commodities)’’ 

after ‘‘rural communities’’. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to compliment our colleagues 

from Texas, the chairman and ranking 

member of the Committee on Agri-

culture, for their efforts in bringing us 

important legislation, and one, I think, 

that will be even further improved by a 

variety of amendments that they have 

agreed to accept. I have three that I 

offer today at this point. 

The first relates to the Conservation 

Reserve Program. By virtually any 

measure, the CRP has proven to be 

enormously successful. It is a national 

investment which provides dividends to 

environmentalists, farmers, sportsmen, 

conservationists, the general public 

and wildlife. The CRP actually dwarfs 

other conservation and wildlife protec-

tion efforts. This Member is pleased 

that it has been reauthorized and ex-

panded.

However, this amendment is offered 

to close a loophole which was brought 

to this Member’s attention at a recent 

listening session in northeast Ne-

braska. Quite simply, this amendment 

ensures that the CRP be used for its in-

tended purposes. This straightforward 

amendment states that only land 

which has been in production for 4 con-

secutive years is eligible for the CRP, 

unless the land is already in the pro-

gram.
We are finding that a variety of peo-

ple are using this to buy land which 

they will use for acreage, leaving it in 

the CRP a short period of time. I un-

derstand that the staff may work in 

conference to perfect this, if necessary, 

but I believe it is an important change 

and closes a loophole unintendedly cre-

ated within the program. 

b 1115

The second amendment that I offer in 

No. 6 relates to the Grain Inspection, 

Packers and Stockyards part of the 

USDA. It is based on legislation intro-

duced in the other body by the distin-

guished gentleman from Iowa, Mr. 

GRASSLEY. Clearly, the issue of con-

centration in agriculture, particularly 

in the meat packing industry, is a 

growing concern. There is simply too 

little competition, and Congress should 

work to correct this problem. 
The report issued by the General Ac-

counting Office last year found signifi-

cant shortcomings in the composition 

of the Grain Inspection, Packers and 

Stockyards Administration’s, GIPSA, 

investigative teams. This amendment 

helps to address these concerns. 
During listening sessions in this 

Member’s district and in other meet-

ings, producers have made it clear that 

the consolidation and concentration of 

firms that sell supplies to farmers and 

among those that buy their crops and 

livestock is hurting family farm oper-

ations. This is an issue which is men-

tioned over and over in a concerted and 

emphatic manner. The support for 

their views often may be anecdotal, but 

I believe it is a concern so widely and 

strongly expressed that the House 

Committee on Agriculture and the 

Congress must not ignore it. 

Mr. Chairman, the third amendment 

that I offer en bloc, No. 7, relates to 

value-added loans. It enhances the 

USDA’s Rural Business Industry Guar-

anteed Loan Program and promotes 

value-added products. 

The amendment simply expands the 

loan program to areas other than rural 

communities if a majority of those in-

dividuals involved in the project reside 

and have farming operations in rural 

communities, and the project adds 

value to or processes agriculture com-

modities. This would remove a stum-

bling block for worthwhile projects 

which currently are prohibited even 

though they would benefit our Nation’s 

farmers.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is critically 

important that Congress assist these 

projects designed to add value to agri-

culture commodities. Producers need 

to be able to move up the agriculture 

and food-producing and marketing 

chain in order to capture a larger share 

of the profits generated from proc-

essing their raw commodities. This 

amendment is a small, but I think posi-

tive, step toward that goal. It removes 

a barrier to receiving a business and in-

dustry guaranteed loan, while main-

taining important safeguards to help 

ensure that the program is used as in-

tended.

This Member urges his colleagues to 

support this amendment and the other 

two.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s yielding and 

his agreement to roll these into one 

vote, therefore conserving some time. 

We certainly looked at the amend-

ment. The gentleman makes some very 

good points. The committee would be 

in a position to accept the amend-

ments.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendments offered by the 

gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-

TER).

The amendments were agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MRS. MORELLA

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. MORELLA:

At the end of title IX, insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. ll. ENFORCEMENT OF THE HUMANE 
METHODS OF SLAUGHTER ACT OF 
1958.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows: 

(1) Public demand for passage of Public 

Law 85–765 (7 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.; commonly 

known as the ‘‘Humane Methods of Slaugh-

ter Act of 1958’’) was so great that when 

President Eisenhower was asked at a press 

conference if he would sign the bill, he re-

plied, ‘‘If I went by mail, I’d think no one 

was interested in anything but humane 

slaughter’’.

(2) The Humane Methods of Slaughter Act 

of 1958 requires that animals be rendered in-

sensible to pain when they are slaughtered. 

(3) Scientific evidence indicates that treat-

ing animals humanely results in tangible 

economic benefits. 

(4) The United States Animal Health Asso-

ciation passed a resolution at a meeting in 

October 1998 to encourage strong enforce-

ment of the Humane Methods of Slaughter 

Act of 1958 and reiterated support for the res-

olution at a meeting in 2000. 

(5) The Secretary of Agriculture is respon-

sible for fully enforcing the Act, including 

monitoring compliance by the slaughtering 

industry.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the Secretary of Agriculture 

should fully enforce Public Law 85–765 (7 

U.S.C. 1901 et seq.; commonly known as the 

‘‘Humane Methods of Slaughter Act of 1958’’) 

by ensuring that humane methods in the 

slaughter of livestock— 

(1) prevent needless suffering; 

(2) result in safer and better working con-

ditions for persons engaged in the slaugh-

tering industry; 
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(3) bring about improvement of products 

and economies in slaughtering operations; 

and

(4) produce other benefits for producers, 

processors, and consumers that tend to expe-

dite an orderly flow of livestock and live-

stock products in interstate and foreign 

commerce.
(c) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES.—It is the 

policy of the United States that the slaugh-
tering of livestock and the handling of live-
stock in connection with slaughter shall be 
carried out only by humane methods, as pro-
vided by Public Law 85–765 (7 U.S.C. 1901 et 
seq.; commonly known as the ‘‘Humane 
Methods of Slaughter Act of 1958’’). 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is just a simple sense of 
Congress that reaffirms our support for 
the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act, 
which has been law since 1958. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) also for letting me speak 
on this noncontroversial amendment at 
this time. 

This law that we passed in 1958 in-
tends to prevent the needless suffering 
of animals that are slaughtered for 
food. It states that animals must be in 
a state of complete unconsciousness 
throughout the butchering process, and 
under no conditions can an animal ever 
be dragged while conscious or disabled. 
In short, slaughter-bound animals are 
never to be rushed, beaten, or tortured 
while they are still alive. 

The Humane Methods of Slaughter 
Act was strengthened in 1978 to em-
power USDA inspectors to stop the 
slaughter line if they observe any cru-
elty. USDA has the power to enforce 
humane slaughter regulations. The 
American people expect them to up-
hold this law, and supporting this 
amendment will demonstrate that Con-
gress continues to believe that animals 
being slaughtered should be treated hu-
manely.

In addition, this sense of Congress 
supports the full enforcement of exist-
ing law by the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture’s Food Safety and Inspection 
Service. Through full cooperation and 
disclosure, we can assure the American 
people that the meat that they buy was 
slaughtered in a humane way. In the 
words of Gandhi, ‘‘The greatness of a 
nation and its moral progress can be 
judged by the way its animals are 
treated.’’

All we are asking is that we enforce 
the laws that we made. I encourage all 
Members to support this amendment. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Texas (Chairman COMBEST) for allow-
ing me to be able to offer this. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MORELLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman for working 
with us to develop her amendment. 
This is a very important matter that 
we take very seriously. We appreciate 
the work that the gentlewoman is 
doing on it. The committee would be in 
a position to accept the amendment. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I thank the gen-

tleman for his leadership and com-

ments.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. MORELLA. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to thank the gentlewoman for her 

concern in this area. I join in the sup-

port of the chairman for her amend-

ment. I thank her for her interest in 

this.
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentlewoman from Maryland 

(Mrs. MORELLA).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR.

BLUMENAUER

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLUMENAUER:

At the end of title IX (page 354, after line 

16), insert the following new section: 

SEC. 932. PROHIBITION ON INTERSTATE MOVE-
MENT OF ANIMALS FOR ANIMAL 
FIGHTING.

(a) PROHIBITION ON INTERSTATE MOVEMENT

OF ANIMALS FOR ANIMAL FIGHTING.—Section

26(d) of the Animal Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 

2156(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) ACTIVITIES NOT SUBJECT TO PROHIBI-

TION.—This section does not apply to the 

selling, buying, transporting, or delivery of 

an animal in interstate or foreign commerce 

for any purpose, so long as the purpose does 

not include participation of the animal in an 

animal fighting venture.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section take effect 30 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act. 

In the table of contents, after the item re-

lating to section 931 (page 8, before line 1), 

insert the following new item: 

Sec. 932. Prohibition on interstate move-

ment of animals for animal 

fighting.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the amendment in as-

sociation with the gentleman from Col-

orado (Mr. TANCREDO) and appreciate 

his leadership and support on this im-

portant issue. 
One area of overwhelming consensus 

on the part of the American public is 

for the protection of animals, and there 

is an almost universal aversion to bar-

baric sports like dog fighting and cock-

fighting. We have done our job as it re-

lates to dogs. We have not, as it relates 

to the practice of cockfighting. The 

majority of the American public over-

whelmingly opposes it, and this House 

voted to ban its use 25 years ago. Yet it 

still lingers on. 

Male chickens are bred to display 

traits of hostility. They are trained to 

fight, and then they are armed with 

pikes or knives to maim other roosters. 

It is calculated to maximize the blood-

shed.
Sadly, we are in today the third cen-

tury of a struggle to eliminate this 

cruel and barbaric practice. Much 

progress has in fact been made; not 

here in Congress, but at the State 

level. It began in the 19th century with 

the State of Massachusetts in 1837, and 

went on through the 1800’s with States 

like Mississippi and Arkansas. Today, 

47 States have outlawed the practice, 

and there is strong evidence that the 

citizens of the three remaining States 

are likewise strongly opposed. In all 

likelihood, there will be another one or 

two States that will outlaw this 

through their legislatures, and, if not, 

then by the people themselves. 
The purpose of this amendment, Mr. 

Chairman, is to make sure that the 

Federal Government is not complicit 

in aiding and abetting this barbaric 

practice. The Federal Government has 

no business undermining the laws in 

the 47 States by permitting the trans-

fer of these birds across State lines. 
There are a couple of problems with 

the situation that we face right now. In 

the States where the practice is legal, 

just the three of them, the cock-

fighting activities, the arenas, the pits, 

have developed around the borders of 

the State. So like in Texas, people 

come across the border into Oklahoma 

and engage in the practice. It makes it 

easy for people to undermine the ac-

tivities in a State like Texas by going 

to Louisiana or to Oklahoma. 
The practice of moving these birds 

across State lines raises another dif-

ficult problem, because law enforce-

ment officials have to deal with the 

consequences of what is happening in 

the other 47 States where it is not 

legal. People who are involved, they 

claim they are just raising and train-

ing the birds, not involved in actual 

cockfighting activities itself. But time 

and time and time again, the practice 

activities degenerate into actual ille-

gal cockfighting activities, and I will 

not take the time now to enter into the 

RECORD example after example where 

these activities are taking place. And 

it is not just the barbaric act on the 

animals themselves that has been out-

lawed, but there is a great deal of ille-

gal gambling; and there are time and 

time again violent acts that are associ-

ated with these clandestine activities. 

That is why over 100 law enforcement 

agencies have urged the enactment of 

this legislation. 
Mr. Chairman, Members of this body 

have recognized that it is time to step 

up and be counted. Last session we had 

a majority of Members who cospon-

sored legislation, with the lead sponsor 

being our colleague, the gentleman 

from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON). For 

some reason, we could not bring that 

legislation forward. This session we 

have over 200 Members who have al-

ready cosponsored legislation, but 
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somehow it has been left out of this 

bill.
I strongly urge that we correct this 

oversight now. Every major law en-

forcement agency in my State is sup-

porting the measure because it will 

make their job easier while stopping 

this barbaric practice. I suggest that 

we move to approve this amendment 

now, to support the humane treatment 

of animals, and support the efforts of 

our law enforcement officials. We do 

not have to wait for legislation that is 

somehow lingering. We can put it into 

this bill now. 
We do not allow transportation 

across State lines of dogs for fighting 

purposes. We should do the same thing 

as it relates to cockfighting. Take the 

Federal Government out of the busi-

ness of aiding and abetting this 3-cen-

tury legacy of shame. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not know of any-

one who is supportive of the inhumane 

treatment of animals, and it is some-

thing which obviously there are many 

occasions in which one can point to in 

which that occurs. But the concern 

that the Committee on Agriculture has 

is a number of unintended con-

sequences that this may have in a more 

broad-reaching impact and implica-

tion.
We held a hearing on this issue in 

September of last year to determine 

the need for the legislation. It was very 

apparent during testimony, we were 

trying to look at what other implica-

tions might be brought into it uninten-

tionally; and from questioning many 

witnesses, there are issues and con-

cerns that have not been resolved. 
Among these issues were the effec-

tiveness of the legislative proposal, the 

impact such legislation could have on 

transportation of birds for purposes 

other than fighting, and the implica-

tions for animal health programs. 
If the amendment was enacted, some-

one wishing to get under the legisla-

tion that the law would create could 

simply indicate that they are not ship-

ping the birds to Oklahoma, but in-

stead they were going to the Phil-

ippines.
The amendment would have a 

chilling effect on transportation of 

other birds. Breeders and exhibitors of 

fancy birds have testified that airlines, 

shipping companies, et cetera, were not 

willing or able to distinguish between 

live birds for fighting or those from ex-

hibition, kids in 4–H clubs or FFA 

clubs or others for show purposes that 

happen many times between States. 
Many poultry breeders, including 

those breeding game birds, voluntarily 

participate in the National Poultry Im-

provement Program. This program is a 

joint effort between industry, the Fed-

eral and State officials to establish 

standards for evaluating poultry breed-

ing stock and hatchery products for 

freedom from hatchery dissemination 
and egg dissemination diseases. The 
National Poultry Improvement Pro-
gram’s mission is to certify all baby 
chicks, poults and hatching eggs for 
interstate and international move-
ment. Criminalizing interstate ship-

ment of game birds may dissuade game 

breeders from participating in the pro-

gram, which could have certainly some 

impact on the industry. 
This is a $25 billion-a-year industry. 

So there are the concerns that were 

raised by people in the business, and I 

will say people who do not engage in 

game fighting, that I think are very le-

gitimate, that I think in fact warrant 

further discussion and clarification, so 

that if broad blanket of trying to reach 

a number of folks that I think the gen-

tleman’s intent is to reach, we do not 

also encompass many, many others 

who in fact are interested. 

b 1130

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Oregon. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 

yielding. I have another amendment at 

the desk that would close this loophole 

for the international transport, not 

just for fighting birds, but also for 

dogs. We do not permit fighting dogs to 

be transported intrastate. 
Would the gentleman agree that the 

adoption of the other amendment that 

we have pending would be able to close 

this loophole for them all? 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, it does nothing to 

address the issue of concern about 

those people who are trying to ship to-

tally legitimately poultry within the 

United States; that may be a totally 

legitimate shipment that would not be 

involved in game fighting that would, 

in fact, come under this. That is the 

primary concern I have. 
The point that I was simply trying to 

make, and certainly maybe his second 

amendment does address that, relative 

to whether it is intrastate or inter-

national, it probably would be ad-

dressed by his second amendment, but 

the other concerns that I mention, in 

fact, would not be addressed. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Oregon. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, if 

I may, and I appreciate the gentle-

man’s concern, but we have been able 

to successfully ship dogs around the 

country; they have been able to have 

dogs for show purposes, and they have 

been outlawed for some 50 years, mean-

ing transport for fighting purposes. 

Why could we not do the same thing, 

have the same protection for poultry 

that we have for dogs? 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, certainly there is 

probably some merit to what the gen-
tleman said. I think, however, it is 
much more identifiable which dogs po-
tentially are going to be used for fight-
ing purposes than there are for game 
birds.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Blumenauer-Tancredo amendment. It 
is a narrowly drawn measure that 
eliminates a one-phrase loophole in the 
Animal Welfare Act. Simply put, it 
bars the shipment of birds for the pur-
pose of fighting. It is clear. It is not 
ambiguous. I think that it cannot be 
used to do anything but what we are 
saying it should do. 

Now, I know that if it puts a slight 
burden on any other aspect of the in-
dustry, there are people who are going 
to be opposed to it and, I assume, or I 
suppose that that is proper from their 
point of view; but I think that it is not 
that much of a burden that it would 
prevent this amendment from being ef-
fective, from actually doing what it 
simply says we should do, that these 
birds should not be shipped across 
State lines for this horrendous purpose. 
It does not affect the ownership of the 
use of birds for show or the legitimate 
transport of birds for agricultural pur-
poses. It strikes the provision that per-
mits transporting birds for the purpose 
of fighting, the purpose of fighting, to 
States in which cockfighting is legal. 

This particular activity is rampant, 
in part, because of the Federal loophole 
that allows birds to be transported for 
this activity. This loophole will be 
closed if this passes and, up to this 
point, it has served to undermine local 
law enforcement in trying to enforce 
their own State laws against this prac-
tice. Illegal and violent activities often 
accompany cockfights, such things as 
gambling, money laundering, assaults, 
and even more serious, murders. Most 
of the money made in this activity is 
illegal. Gambling tax evasion is ramp-
ant. The activity itself of cockfighting 
is inhumane and barbaric. It is not just 

a human issue, it is a serious law en-

forcement issue. Over 100 law enforce-

ment agencies have endorsed this 

amendment.
This is not an attack on a way of life 

but, rather, an attack on a criminal ac-

tivity and a way to help law enforce-

ment do their own job in their own 

States.
Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the 

Blumenauer-Tancredo amendment. 
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-

port of the Blumenauer-Tancredo 

amendment. I want to thank the gen-

tleman for bringing this inhumane 

issue of cockfighting to the floor. 
The amendment seeks to eliminate a 

one-phrase loophole in the Federal Ani-

mal Welfare Act by barring any inter-

state shipment of birds for fighting 
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purposes. I understand the concerns of 

the chairman, but I think they can be 

worked out. 
Currently, 47 States have outlawed 

cockfighting, but a Federal loophole 

allows the shipment of birds from 

States where cockfighting is illegal to 

any State where it is legal. This loop-

hole is exploited to conduct illegal ac-

tivity around the country. 
I want to stress that this amendment 

would not affect the ownership or use 

of birds for show purposes or the trans-

port of birds for legitimate agricul-

tural purposes. This amendment would 

protect States’ rights by removing this 

loophole which currently undermines 

the ability of State and local law en-

forcement agencies to enforce their 

bans on animal fighting. 
The amendment has the endorse-

ment, as has been mentioned, of 98 law 

enforcement agencies, 40 newspapers 

across the country, and also no main-

stream agricultural organizations have 

expressed any opposition to the legisla-

tion.
Cockfighting is not a sport. Cock-

fighting promotes illegal gambling and 

animal cruelty. At cockfights, birds 

are dragged to increase their aggres-

sion and drugged; they are affixed with 

knives to their legs, placed in a pit; 

and unable to escape the pit, the birds 

mutilate each other. 
I am sure my colleagues will all 

agree that fighting dogs for entertain-

ment is inhumane and cruel. Surely, 

cockfighting is inhumane and cruel. I 

urge my colleagues to join me in sup-

porting the Blumenauer-Tancredo 

amendment.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, in Texas, cockfighting 

is illegal, and several law enforcement 

organizations say that prohibiting 

transport to other States will help 

them crack down on illegal operations. 

That is our law. 
I would like to ask a question of the 

authors of this amendment, though. 
In a situation in which it is legal 

within a State to have cockfighting, 

under this amendment, if it should 

pass, would it prohibit a raiser of fight-

ing chickens in a State in which it is 

legal to ship to a foreign country in 

which it is also legal? 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Oregon. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

to the best of my knowledge, it is not. 

That is why I have a subsequent 

amendment designated number 9 which 

I will offer that would make it illegal 

to transport these birds out of the 

United States. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I guess this is what 

is troubling. Personally, I oppose cock-

fighting. I mean that is our State law, 

and that is my personal feeling. But I 

am troubled, as so often is the case, 

when we pass amendments that do that 

which we all want to do, there are un-

intended consequences. It seems to me 

that if we have a State in which an ac-

tivity is legal, whether I agree with it 

or not is immaterial, so long as it is 

constitutional. I am troubled by this 

wording and unintended consequences 

that might then be interpreted in other 

areas in which none of us can even 

think about right now. 
But if the gentleman is going to say 

to a State that has made the deter-

mination as yet that it is still legal 

and then we are going to begin pros-

ecuting legal activities within a State 

that ship to another country, we are 

getting into interstate commerce; and 

I am not sure all of this is what the 

gentleman intends to do. 
I raise this question. I appreciate the 

gentleman’s clarification of his intent, 

but I think it points out that there can 

be some very, very serious unintended 

consequences. As I say, in Texas we 

outlawed it a long time ago; you can-

not do it legally in Texas, and I agree 

with that. I agree with our law enforce-

ment that are having a difficult time 

doing what the gentleman is trying to 

prohibit, but I also worry about the un-

intended consequences. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Oregon. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

appreciate the gentleman’s concern 

about unintended consequences. The 

issue that the gentleman talks about 

in terms of the export of these animals 

out of the country, which is perfectly 

legal, is one of those unintended con-

sequences. The reason I will be offering 

another amendment is right now, it is 

legal to export from the United States 

dogs that are bred for fighting. I do not 

think anybody here agrees with it. It is 

illegal in the United States to do it. It 

is an unintended consequence. 
What we are attempting to do with 

this amendment that is before us now 

is to close the unintended consequence 

in terms of how it moves right now 

across State lines, and amendment No. 

9 would close the loophole not just for 

fighting birds, but for dogs which I 

think no Member of this assembly be-

lieves we should do, and it was one of 

the unintended consequences of not 

writing the Animal Welfare law prop-

erly whenever that was enacted. 
I appreciate the gentleman’s concern, 

and I will be offering an amendment to 

try and correct that. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I thank the gen-

tleman for his clarification. I am not 

an attorney, but there is something 

that just raised its head regarding con-

stitutionality and individual rights, 

whether we agree with them or not. 

How many times do we stand on this 

floor and have individuals say, I do not 

agree with this, but the Constitution of 

the United States provides that it hap-

pens. Until we change laws, I am trou-

bled by the fact that we here are about 

to supersede our wisdom on another 

State’s interpretation of what is legal 

and illegal. As I said, in Texas, we 

made the decision. But I think we are 

trying to make a decision for a few 

other States in which I question 

whether that is something we want to 

do.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER).

The question was taken; and the 

Chairman pro tempore announced that 

the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further 

proceedings on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. BEREU-

TER:

At the end of subtitle B of title I (page 66, 

after line 3), insert the following new sec-

tion:

SEC. 132. ALTERNATIVE LOAN RATES UNDER 
FLEXIBLE FALLOW PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION OF TOTAL PLANTED ACRE-

AGE.—In this section, the term ‘‘total plant-

ed acreage’’ means the cropland acreage of a 

producer that for the 2000 crop year was— 

(1) planted to a covered commodity; 

(2) prevented from being planted to a cov-

ered commodity; or 

(3) fallow as part of a fallow rotation prac-

tice with respect to a covered commodity, as 

determined by the Secretary. 

(b) ELECTION TO PARTICIPATE.—In lieu of 

receiving a loan rate under section 122 with 

respect to production eligible for a loan 

under section 121, a producer may elect to 

participate in a flexible fallow program for 

any of the 2002 through 2011 crops under 

which annually— 

(1) the producer determines which acres of 

the total planted acreage are assigned to a 

specific covered commodity; 

(2) the producer determines— 

(A) the projected percentage reduction rate 

of production of the specific covered com-

modity based on the acreage assigned to the 

covered commodity under paragraph (1); and 

(B) the acreage of the total planted acreage 

of the producer to be set aside under sub-

paragraph (A), regardless of whether the 

acreage is on the same farm as the acreage 

planted to the specific covered commodity; 

(3) based on the projected percentage re-

duction rate of production as a result of the 

acreage set aside under paragraph (2), the 

producer receives the loan rate for each cov-

ered commodity produced by the producer, 

as determined under subsection (c); and 
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(4) the acreage planted to covered commod-

ities for harvest and set aside under this sec-

tion is limited to the total planted acreage 

of the producer. 

(c) LOAN RATES UNDER PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), in the case of a producer of a covered 

commodity that elects to participate in the 

flexible fallow program under this section, 

the loan rate for a marketing assistance loan 

under section 121 for a crop of the covered 

commodity shall be based on the projected 

percentage reduction rate of production de-

termined by the producer under subsection 

(b)(2), in accordance with the following 

table:

Projected Percentage Reduction Rate Corn Commodity Rate 
($/bushel)

Wheat Loan Rate 
($/bushel)

Soybean Loan Rate 
($/bushel)

Upland Cotton Loan Rate 
($/pound)

Rice Loan Rate 
($/hundredweight)

0% 1.89 2.75 4.72 0.5192 6.50 
1% 1.91 2.78 4.77 0.5268 6.60 
2% 1.93 2.81 4.81 0.5344 6.70 
3% 1.95 2.83 4.86 0.5420 6.80 
4% 1.97 2.86 4.91 0.5496 6.90 
5% 1.99 2.89 4.96 0.5572 7.00 
6% 2.01 2.92 5.01 0.5648 7.10 
7% 2.03 2.95 5.06 0.5724 7.20 
8% 2.05 2.98 5.11 0.5800 7.30 
9% 2.07 3.01 5.16 0.5876 7.40 

10% 2.09 3.04 5.21 0.5952 7.50 
11% 2.12 3.08 5.29 0.6028 7.60 
12% 2.15 3.13 5.36 0.6104 7.70 
13% 2.18 3.17 5.43 0.6180 7.80 
14% 2.21 3.22 5.51 0.6256 7.90 
15% 2.24 3.27 5.58 0.6332 8.00 
16% 2.28 3.31 5.65 0.6408 8.10 
17% 2.31 3.36 5.73 0.6484 8.20 
18% 2.34 3.41 5.81 0.6560 8.30 
19% 2.37 3.46 5.88 0.6636 8.40 
20% 2.41 3.51 5.96 0.6712 8.50 
21% 2.44 3.55 6.04 0.6788 8.60 
22% 2.47 3.60 6.12 0.6864 8.70 
23% 2.51 3.65 6.19 0.6940 8.80 
24% 2.54 3.70 6.27 0.7016 8.90 
25% 2.57 3.75 6.35 0.7092 9.00 
26% 2.61 3.80 6.43 0.7168 9.10 
27% 2.64 3.85 6.51 0.7244 9.20 
28% 2.68 3.90 6.60 0.7320 9.30 
29% 2.71 3.95 6.68 0.7396 9.40 
30% 2.75 4.01 6.76 0.7472 9.50 

(2) COUNTY AVERAGE YIELDS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The loan rate for a mar-

keting assistance loan made to a producer 

for a crop of a covered commodity under 

paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to the 

production of the crop of the covered com-

modity by the producer in a quantity that 

does not exceed the historical county aver-

age yield for the covered commodity estab-

lished by the National Agricultural Statis-

tics Service, adjusted for long-term yield 

trends.

(B) EXCESS PRODUCTION.—The loan rate for 

a marketing assistance loan made to a pro-

ducer for a crop of a covered commodity 

under paragraph (1) with respect to the pro-

duction of the crop of the covered com-

modity in excess of the historical county av-

erage yield for the covered commodity de-

scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be equal to 

the loan rate established for a 0% projected 

percentage reduction rate for the covered 

commodity under paragraph (1). 

(C) DISASTERS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—If the production of a crop 

of a covered commodity by a producer is less 

than the historical county average yield for 

the covered commodity described in subpara-

graph (A) as a result of damaging weather, 

an insurable peril, or related condition, the 

producer may receive a payment on the lost 

production that shall equal the difference be-

tween—

(I) the maximum quantity of covered com-

modity that could have been designated for 

the loan rate authorized under this section 

for the producer; and 

(II) the quantity of covered commodity the 

producer was able to produce and commer-

cially market. 

(ii) CALCULATION OF PAYMENT.—The pay-

ment described in clause (i) shall be equal to 

the loan deficiency payment the producer 

could have received on the lost production 

on any date, selected by the producer, on 

which a loan deficiency payment was avail-

able for that crop of the covered commodity. 

(3) OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—In the 

case of a producer of a covered commodity 

not covered by paragraphs (1) and (2) that 

elects to participate in the flexible fallow 

program under this section, the loan rate for 

a marketing assistance loan under section 

121 for the crop of the covered commodity 

shall be based on— 

(A) in the case of grain sorghum, barley, 

and oats, such level as the Secretary deter-

mines is fair and reasonable in relation to 

the rate that loans are made available for 

corn, taking into consideration the feeding 

value of the commodity in relation to corn; 

(B) in the case of extra long staple cotton, 

such level as the Secretary determines is fair 

and reasonable; and 

(C) in the case of oilseeds other than soy-

beans, such level as the Secretary deter-

mines is fair and reasonable in relation to 

the loan rate available for soybeans, except 

that the rate for the oilseeds (other than cot-

tonseed) shall not be less than the rate es-

tablished for soybeans on a per-pound basis 

for the same crop. 

(d) CONSERVATION USE OF SET-ASIDE ACRE-

AGE.—To be eligible for a loan rate under 

this section, a producer shall devote all of 

the acreage set aside under this section to a 

conservation use approved by the Secretary 

and manage the set-aside acreage using man-

agement practices designed to enhance soil 

conservation and wildlife habitat. The Sec-

retary shall prescribe the approved manage-

ment practices for a county in consultation 

with the relevant State technical com-

mittee.

(1) LIMITED GRAZING.—The Secretary may 

permit limited grazing on the set-aside acre-

age when the grazing is incidental to the 

gleaning of crop residues on adjacent fields. 

(e) CERTIFICATION.—To be eligible to par-

ticipate in the flexible fallow program for 

any of the 2002 through 2011 crops, a producer 

shall certify to the Secretary (by farm serial 

number) the total planted acreage assigned, 

planted, and set aside with respect to each 

covered commodity. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order on the amend-

ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A 
point of order is reserved. 

The gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
BEREUTER) is recognized for 5 minutes 
on his amendment. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
important amendment would permit 
farmers to voluntarily set aside a por-
tion of their total crop acreage in ex-
change for higher loan rates on their 
remaining production. 

This innovative proposal, which goes 
by the name of Flexible Fallow in 
Farm Country represents an effort to 
maintain planning flexibility, while 
improving on other areas of our farm 
policy. As I said, it is a voluntary pro-
gram. It is an annual conservation use 
feature. It would be added to the farm 
bill’s loan rate provisions. 

If a farmer wants to operate under 
the new farm bill conditions, that op-
portunity remains. If a farmer needs 
greater leverage over crop production 
and marketing, Flexible Fallow would 
make that possible. The amendment 
would allow producers to conserve up 
to 30 percent or set aside up to 30 per-
cent of their planted acreage on a crop- 
by-crop basis. 

This approach was suggested during 
one of the agriculture advisory meet-
ings this Member held in his district; 
and it, in fact, is considered in other 
States. The proposal, I think, has sig-
nificant grass-roots support, because 
agricultural producers recognize the 
need for change and the need for more 
options to increase farm revenue. 

Another very important point to 
stress is that this proposal would allow 
producers to make this decision annu-
ally. As a result, the land taken out of 

production would not send a long-term 

signal to our global competitors about 
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our future production. It would leave 

producer countries like Brazil or Ar-

gentina guessing as to the impact of 

the collective decision of the American 

farmers who choose to participate in 

the Flexible Fallow program from year 

to year. They have the capacity to 

bring substantial amounts of land into 

production in those countries to re-

place ours in export markets, some-

thing we certainly should seek to 

avoid.
This Flexible Fallow program is a 

market-responsive proposal. When 

commodity prices are low, farmers 

could choose to voluntarily conserve or 

set aside more land in exchange for a 

higher loan rate. As prices improve, 

more land would come back into pro-

duction.
In August of 1999, the Food and Agri-

culture Policy Research Institute, 

FAPRI, released an analysis of the 

Flexible Fallow program. FAPRI is a 

well-respected, dual-university re-

search program involving the Univer-

sity of Missouri-Columbia and Iowa 

State University and joined by a con-

sortium of four other universities. 

b 1145

Its analysis found that crop farmers’ 

annual net income would increase $5.4 

million over the 2000 through 2008 pe-

riod.
The FAPRI analysis stated, ‘‘Re-

duced plantings translate into stronger 

crop prices under the Flexible Fallow 

scenario. The largest impacts occur in 

the 2000 to 2002 period as more pro-

ducers take advantage of the land- 

idling provisions.’’ 
The Flexible Fallow Program also 

promotes conservation. The legislation 

requires the idle land to be devoted to 

a conservation use. Producers would 

use management practices designed to 

enhance soil conservation and wildlife 

habitat.
This Member is aware of the pro-

jected costs or estimated costs of this 

program. They are not inconsequential, 

but I believe that the funds made avail-

able under this legislation, authorized 

by it, could be better used if part of 

those funds were shifted over to the 

Flexible Fallow Program. 
That is a matter of choice, a matter 

of policy. I happen to think this is the 

right way to go and as do many of my 

farmers.
Mr. Chairman, American farmers 

continue to face enormously difficult 

times. Producers continue to struggle 

with plentiful supplies and low prices. 

While there are no easy answers, there 

are some steps we can take to help 

farmers. A lot of that is being done 

here today as part of this bill. 
This Flexible Fallow amendment pro-

vides one important alternative. I urge 

my colleagues to support it. 

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to make a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-

tleman will state it. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to make a point of order under 302(f) of 

the Budget Act. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

any other Member wish to be heard on 

the point of order? 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re-

grettably, I concede the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

point of order is conceded and sus-

tained based on estimates provided by 

the Committee on the Budget. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-

tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)

if he might know, what would be the 

administration’s position on this 

amendment, were it not out of order 

because of budget reasons? 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Nebraska. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

would say to the gentleman from 

Texas, I do not know the answer to 

that.
Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen-

tleman for that answer. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR.

BLUMENAUER

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. 

BLUMENAUER:
At the end of title IX (page 354, after line 

16), insert the following new section: 

SEC. 932. PENALTIES AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
PROVISIONS OF THE ANIMAL WEL-
FARE ACT. 

(a) PENALTIES AND FOREIGN COMMERCE PRO-

VISIONS OF THE ANIMAL WELFARE ACT.—Sec-

tion 26 of the Animal Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 

2156) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘PENALTIES.—’’ after 

‘‘(e)’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$15,000’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘1 year’’ and inserting ‘‘2 

years’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(2)(B), by inserting at 

the end before the semicolon the following: 

‘‘or from any State into any foreign coun-

try’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section take effect 30 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act. 

In the table of contents, after the item re-

lating to section 931 (page 8, before line 1), 

insert the following new item: 

Sec. 932. Penalties and foreign commerce 

provisions of the Animal Wel-

fare Act. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

did want to follow up on the important 

points raised by the chairman and the 

ranking member dealing with unin-

tended consequences and other issues 

that we have in terms of dealing with 

activities of animals for fighting pur-
poses.

Mr. Chairman, I offer this amend-
ment to deal with the concerns, legiti-
mate concerns, that have been raised. 
It would close a loophole in the Animal 
Welfare Act that allows for the ship-
ment of fighting dogs or birds from the 
United States to foreign countries, and 
it increases the penalties for promoting 
illegal animal fighting venues. 

Mr. Chairman, the current penalties 
are 25 years old and are in dire need of 
update. It increases the maximum pen-
alties from 1 year and a $5,000 fine to 2 
years and a $15,000. 

For comparison, Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal law passed last year prohib-
iting animal crush videos provided for 
maximum penalties of 5 years and 
$250,000 fine; and in most States there 
are provisions for a maximum of 5 
years imprisonment for animal fight-
ing, with some States’ penalties as 
high as 10 years or $100,000. 

With higher penalties, U.S. Attor-
neys are more likely to prosecute ani-
mal fighting violations. When the Fed-
eral anti-animal fighting law was en-
acted in 1976, no State made animal 
fighting a felony. Today, 46 States have 
felony provisions for animal fighting. 
We must increase our quarter-century- 
old Federal penalties to make them 
work in today’s climate. 

Closing the foreign commerce loop-
hole is equally important. I appreciate 
my colleague’s pointing it out. In 1976, 
Congress added a section to the Animal 
Welfare Act, section 26, to crack down 
on dogfighting and cockfighting; but it 
did not, however, ban shipment of dogs 
or birds from the United States to for-
eign countries. This loophole allows 
shipment of fighting birds to foreign 
countries that provides a smoke screen 
behind which illegal cockfighters oper-
ate here. 

Ironically, Mr. Chairman, the United 
States prohibits the importing of ani-
mals for fighting but still allows the 
exports of this animal; a practice I be-
lieve may well violate international 
trade rules. 

It is also important to note that the 
provisions of this amendment apply to 

the practice of dogfighting. As I men-

tioned previously, this is illegal in all 

50 States. The same dire activities to 

breed the animals for aggressive char-

acteristics, train them, and then place 

them in a pit to fight, to injure, or die 

applies as it does to cockfighting. We 

must not allow these dogs to be bred in 

the United States for shipment abroad. 
Mr. Chairman, cockfighters rear 

birds for aggressive behavior. We have 

had the same thing in terms of what 

happens to the dogs. These practices 

are a major underground industry. It is 

time to close all possible loopholes, in-

crease the penalties, and ban ship-

ments of fighting dogs and birds to for-

eign countries. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 
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by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MR. SHERWOOD

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 49 offered by Mr. SHER-

WOOD:

At the end of chapter 1 of subtitle C of title 

I (page 75, after line 17), insert the following 

new sections: 

SEC. 147. NORTHEAST INTERSTATE DAIRY COM-
PACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 147 of the Agri-

cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 

7256) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘States’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘Vermont’’ and inserting ‘‘States of 

Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 

New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and 

Vermont’’;

(2) by striking paragraphs (1), (3), (4), and 

(7);

(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-

graph (1) and, in such paragraph, by striking 

‘‘Class III-A’’ and inserting ‘‘Class IV’’; 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (1), as so 

redesignated, the following new paragraphs: 

‘‘(2) COMPENSATION OF SPECIAL MILK PRO-

GRAM.—Before the end of each fiscal year in 

which a Compact price regulation is in ef-

fect, the Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-

pact Commission shall compensate the Sec-

retary for the increased cost of any milk and 

milk products provided under the special 

milk program established under section 3 of 

the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 

1772) that results from the operation of the 

Compact price regulation during the fiscal 

year, as determined by the Secretary (in con-

sultation with the Commission) using notice 

and comment procedures provided in section 

553 of title 5, United States Code. 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL STATE.—Ohio is the only 

additional State that may join the Northeast 

Interstate Dairy Compact.’’; 

(5) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-

graph (4) and, in such paragraph, by striking 

‘‘the projected rate of increase’’ and all that 

follows through ‘‘Secretary’’ and inserting 

‘‘the operation of the Compact price regula-

tion during the fiscal year, as determined by 

the Secretary (in consultation with the Com-

mission) using notice and comment proce-

dures provided in section 553 of title 5, 

United States Code’’; and 

(6) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (5). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) take effect as of Sep-

tember 30, 2001. 

SEC. 148. SOUTHERN DAIRY COMPACT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress consents to the 

Southern Dairy Compact entered into among 

the States of Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, 

Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, 

Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Vir-

ginia, subject to the following conditions: 

(1) LIMITATION OF MANUFACTURING PRICE

REGULATION.—The Southern Dairy Compact 

Commission may not regulate Class II, Class 

III, or Class IV milk used for manufacturing 

purposes or any other milk, other than Class 

I, or fluid milk, as defined by a Federal milk 

marketing order issued under section 8c of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 

608c), reenacted with amendments by the Ag-

ricultural Marketing Act of 1937 (referred to 

in this section as a ‘‘Federal milk marketing 

order’’) unless Congress has first consented 

to and approved such authority by a law en-

acted after the date of enactment of this 

joint resolution. 

(2) COMPENSATION OF SPECIAL MILK PRO-

GRAM.—Before the end of each fiscal year in 

which a Compact price regulation is in ef-

fect, the Southern Dairy Compact Commis-

sion shall compensate the Secretary of Agri-

culture for the increased cost of any milk 

and milk products provided under the special 

milk program established under section 3 of 

the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 

1772) that results from the operation of the 

Compact price regulation during the fiscal 

year, as determined by the Secretary (in con-

sultation with the Commission) using notice 

and comment procedures provided in section 

553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) ADDITIONAL STATES.—Florida, Nebraska, 

and Texas are the only additional States 

that may join the Southern Dairy Compact, 

individually or otherwise. 

(4) COMPENSATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT

CORPORATION.—Before the end of each fiscal 

year in which a Compact price regulation is 

in effect, the Southern Dairy Compact Com-

mission shall compensate the Commodity 

Credit Corporation for the cost of any pur-

chases of milk and milk products by the Cor-

poration that result from the operation of 

the Compact price regulation during the fis-

cal year, as determined by the Secretary (in 

consultation with the Commission) using no-

tice and comment procedures provided in 

section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(5) MILK MARKETING ORDER ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—At the request of the Southern 

Dairy Compact Commission, the Adminis-

trator of the applicable Federal milk mar-

keting order shall provide technical assist-

ance to the Compact Commission and be 

compensated for that assistance. 
(b) COMPACT.—The Southern Dairy Com-

pact is substantially as follows: 

‘‘ARTICLE I. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE, 
FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 

‘‘§ 1. Statement of purpose, findings and dec-
laration of policy 
‘‘The purpose of this compact is to recog-

nize the interstate character of the southern 

dairy industry and the prerogative of the 

states under the United States Constitution 

to form an interstate commission for the 

southern region. The mission of the commis-

sion is to take such steps as are necessary to 

assure the continued viability of dairy farm-

ing in the south, and to assure consumers of 

an adequate, local supply of pure and whole-

some milk. 
‘‘The participating states find and declare 

that the dairy industry is an essential agri-

cultural activity of the south. Dairy farms, 

and associated suppliers, marketers, proc-

essors and retailers are an integral compo-

nent of the region’s economy. Their ability 

to provide a stable, local supply of pure, 

wholesome milk is a matter of great impor-

tance to the health and welfare of the region. 
‘‘The participating states further find that 

dairy farms are essential and they are an in-

tegral part of the region’s rural commu-

nities. The farms preserve land for agricul-

tural purposes and provide needed economic 

stimuli for rural communities. 
‘‘In establishing their constitutional regu-

latory authority over the region’s fluid milk 

market by this compact, the participating 

states declare their purpose that this com-

pact neither displace the federal order sys-

tem nor encourage the merging of federal or-
ders. Specific provisions of the compact 
itself set forth this basic principle. 

‘‘Designed as a flexible mechanism able to 
adjust to changes in a regulated market-
place, the compact also contains a contin-
gency provision should the federal order sys-
tem be discontinued. In that event, the 
interstate commission is authorized to regu-
late the marketplace in replacement of the 
order system. This contingent authority 
does not anticipate such a change, however, 
and should not be so construed. It is only 
provided should developments in the market 
other than establishment of this compact re-
sult in discontinuance of the order system. 

‘‘By entering into this compact, the par-
ticipating states affirm that their ability to 
regulate the price which southern dairy 
farmers receive for their product is essential 
to the public interest. Assurance of a fair 
and equitable price for dairy farmers ensures 
their ability to provide milk to the market 
and the vitality of the southern dairy indus-
try, with all the associated benefits. 

‘‘Recent, dramatic price fluctuations, with 
a pronounced downward trend, threaten the 
viability and stability of the southern dairy 
region. Historically, individual state regu-
latory action had been an effective emer-
gency remedy available to farmers con-
fronting a distressed market. The federal 
order system, implemented by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, es-
tablishes only minimum prices paid to pro-
ducers for raw milk, without preempting the 
power of states to regulate milk prices above 
the minimum levels so established. 

‘‘In today’s regional dairy marketplace, co-
operative, rather than individual state ac-

tion is needed to more effectively address 

the market disarray. Under our constitu-

tional system, properly authorized states 

acting cooperatively may exercise more 

power to regulate interstate commerce than 

they may assert individually without such 

authority. For this reason, the participating 

states invoke their authority to act in com-

mon agreement, with the consent of Con-

gress, under the compact clause of the Con-

stitution.

‘‘ARTICLE II. DEFINITIONS AND RULES OF 
CONSTRUCTION

‘‘§ 2. Definitions 
‘‘For the purposes of this compact, and of 

any supplemental or concurring legislation 

enacted pursuant thereto, except as may be 

otherwise required by the context: 

‘‘(1) ‘Class I milk’ means milk disposed of 

in fluid form or as a fluid milk product, sub-

ject to further definition in accordance with 

the principles expressed in subdivision (b) of 

section three. 

‘‘(2) ‘Commission’ means the Southern 

Dairy Compact Commission established by 

this compact. 

‘‘(3) ‘Commission marketing order’ means 

regulations adopted by the commission pur-

suant to sections nine and ten of this com-

pact in place of a terminated federal mar-

keting order or state dairy regulation. Such 

order may apply throughout the region or in 

any part or parts thereof as defined in the 

regulations of the commission. Such order 

may establish minimum prices for any or all 

classes of milk. 

‘‘(4) ‘Compact’ means this interstate com-

pact.

‘‘(5) ‘Compact over-order price’ means a 

minimum price required to be paid to pro-

ducers for Class I milk established by the 

commission in regulations adopted pursuant 

to sections nine and ten of this compact, 

which is above the price established in fed-

eral marketing orders or by state farm price 
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regulations in the regulated area. Such price 

may apply throughout the region or in any 

part or parts thereof as defined in the regula-

tions of the commission. 

‘‘(6) ‘Milk’ means the lacteral secretion of 

cows and includes all skim, butterfat, or 

other constituents obtained from separation 

or any other process. The term is used in its 

broadest sense and may be further defined by 

the commission for regulatory purposes. 

‘‘(7) ‘Partially regulated plant’ means a 

milk plant not located in a regulated area 

but having Class I distribution within such 

area. Commission regulations may exempt 

plants having such distribution or receipts in 

amounts less than the limits defined therein. 

‘‘(8) ‘Participating state’ means a state 

which has become a party to this compact by 

the enactment of concurring legislation. 

‘‘(9) ‘Pool plant’ means any milk plant lo-

cated in a regulated area. 

‘‘(10) ‘Region’ means the territorial limits 

of the states which are parties to this com-

pact.

‘‘(11) ‘Regulated area’ means any area 

within the region governed by and defined in 

regulations establishing a compact over- 

order price or commission marketing order. 

‘‘(12) ‘State dairy regulation’ means any 

state regulation of dairy prices, and associ-

ated assessments, whether by statute, mar-

keting order or otherwise. 

‘‘§ 3. Rules of construction 
‘‘(a) This compact shall not be construed 

to displace existing federal milk marketing 

orders or state dairy regulation in the region 

but to supplement them. In the event some 

or all federal orders in the region are discon-

tinued, the compact shall be construed to 

provide the commission the option to replace 

them with one or more commission mar-

keting orders pursuant to this compact. 
‘‘(b) The compact shall be construed lib-

erally in order to achieve the purposes and 

intent enunciated in section one. It is the in-

tent of this compact to establish a basic 

structure by which the commission may 

achieve those purposes through the applica-

tion, adaptation and development of the reg-

ulatory techniques historically associated 

with milk marketing and to afford the com-

mission broad flexibility to devise regu-

latory mechanisms to achieve the purposes 

of this compact. In accordance with this in-

tent, the technical terms which are associ-

ated with market order regulation and which 

have acquired commonly understood general 

meanings are not defined herein but the 

commission may further define the terms 

used in this compact and develop additional 

concepts and define additional terms as it 

may find appropriate to achieve its purposes. 

‘‘ARTICLE III. COMMISSION ESTABLISHED 
‘‘§ 4. Commission established 

‘‘There is hereby created a commission to 

administer the compact, composed of delega-

tions from each state in the region. The com-

mission shall be known as the Southern 

Dairy Compact Commission. A delegation 

shall include not less than three nor more 

than five persons. Each delegation shall in-

clude at least one dairy farmer who is en-

gaged in the production of milk at the time 

of appointment or reappointment, and one 

consumer representative. Delegation mem-

bers shall be residents and voters of, and sub-

ject to such confirmation process as is pro-

vided for in the appointing state. Delegation 

members shall serve no more than three con-

secutive terms with no single term of more 

than four years, and be subject to removal 

for cause. In all other respects, delegation 

members shall serve in accordance with the 

laws of the state represented. The compensa-

tion, if any, of the members of a state dele-

gation shall be determined and paid by each 

state, but their expenses shall be paid by the 

commission.

‘‘§ 5. Voting requirements 
‘‘All actions taken by the commission, ex-

cept for the establishment or termination of 

an over-order price or commission mar-

keting order, and the adoption, amendment 

or rescission of the commission’s by-laws, 

shall be by majority vote of the delegations 

present. Each state delegation shall be enti-

tled to one vote in the conduct of the com-

mission’s affairs. Establishment or termi-

nation of an over-order price or commission 

marketing order shall require at least a two- 

thirds vote of the delegations present. The 

establishment of a regulated area which cov-

ers all or part of a participating state shall 

require also the affirmative vote of that 

state’s delegation. A majority of the delega-

tions from the participating states shall con-

stitute a quorum for the conduct of the com-

mission’s business. 

‘‘§ 6. Administration and management 
‘‘(a) The commission shall elect annually 

from among the members of the partici-

pating state delegations a chairperson, a 

vice-chairperson, and a treasurer. The com-

mission shall appoint an executive director 

and fix his or her duties and compensation. 

The executive director shall serve at the 

pleasure of the commission, and together 

with the treasurer, shall be bonded in an 

amount determined by the commission. The 

commission may establish through its by- 

laws an executive committee composed of 

one member elected by each delegation. 

‘‘(b) The commission shall adopt by-laws 

for the conduct of its business by a two- 

thirds vote, and shall have the power by the 

same vote to amend and rescind these by- 

laws. The commission shall publish its by- 

laws in convenient form with the appropriate 

agency or officer in each of the participating 

states. The by-laws shall provide for appro-

priate notice to the delegations of all com-

mission meetings and hearings and of the 

business to be transacted at such meetings 

or hearings. Notice also shall be given to 

other agencies or officers of participating 

states as provided by the laws of those 

states.

‘‘(c) The commission shall file an annual 

report with the Secretary of Agriculture of 

the United States, and with each of the par-

ticipating states by submitting copies to the 

governor, both houses of the legislature, and 

the head of the state department having re-

sponsibilities for agriculture. 

‘‘(d) In addition to the powers and duties 

elsewhere prescribed in this compact, the 

commission shall have the power: 

‘‘(1) To sue and be sued in any state or fed-

eral court; 

‘‘(2) To have a seal and alter the same at 

pleasure;

‘‘(3) To acquire, hold, and dispose of real 

and personal property by gift, purchase, 

lease, license, or other similar manner, for 

its corporate purposes; 

‘‘(4) To borrow money and issue notes, to 

provide for the rights of the holders thereof 

and to pledge the revenue of the commission 

as security therefor, subject to the provi-

sions of section eighteen of this compact; 

‘‘(5) To appoint such officers, agents, and 

employees as it may deem necessary, pre-

scribe their powers, duties and qualifica-

tions; and 

‘‘(6) To create and abolish such offices, em-

ployments and positions as it deems nec-

essary for the purposes of the compact and 

provide for the removal, term, tenure, com-

pensation, fringe benefits, pension, and re-

tirement rights of its officers and employees. 

The commission may also retain personal 

services on a contract basis. 

‘‘§ 7. Rulemaking power 
‘‘In addition to the power to promulgate a 

compact over-order price or commission 

marketing orders as provided by this com-

pact, the commission is further empowered 

to make and enforce such additional rules 

and regulations as it deems necessary to im-

plement any provisions of this compact, or 

to effectuate in any other respect the pur-

poses of this compact. 

‘‘ARTICLE IV. POWERS OF THE 
COMMISSION

‘‘§ 8. Powers to promote regulatory uni-
formity, simplicity, and interstate coopera-
tion
‘‘The commission is hereby empowered to: 

‘‘(1) Investigate or provide for investiga-

tions or research projects designed to review 

the existing laws and regulations of the par-

ticipating states, to consider their adminis-

tration and costs, to measure their impact 

on the production and marketing of milk and 

their effects on the shipment of milk and 

milk products within the region. 

‘‘(2) Study and recommend to the partici-

pating states joint or cooperative programs 

for the administration of the dairy mar-

keting laws and regulations and to prepare 

estimates of cost savings and benefits of 

such programs. 

‘‘(3) Encourage the harmonious relation-

ships between the various elements in the in-

dustry for the solution of their material 

problems. Conduct symposia or conferences 

designed to improve industry relations, or a 

better understanding of problems. 

‘‘(4) Prepare and release periodic reports on 

activities and results of the commission’s ef-

forts to the participating states. 

‘‘(5) Review the existing marketing system 

for milk and milk products and recommend 

changes in the existing structure for assem-

bly and distribution of milk which may as-

sist, improve or promote more efficient as-

sembly and distribution of milk. 

‘‘(6) Investigate costs and charges for pro-

ducing, hauling, handling, processing, dis-

tributing, selling and for all other services 

performed with respect to milk. 

‘‘(7) Examine current economic forces af-

fecting producers, probable trends in produc-

tion and consumption, the level of dairy 

farm prices in relation to costs, the financial 

conditions of dairy farmers, and the need for 

an emergency order to relieve critical condi-

tions on dairy farms. 

‘‘§ 9. Equitable farm prices 
‘‘(a) The powers granted in this section and 

section ten shall apply only to the establish-

ment of a compact over-order price, so long 

as federal milk marketing orders remain in 

effect in the region. In the event that any or 

all such orders are terminated, this article 

shall authorize the commission to establish 

one or more commission marketing orders, 

as herein provided, in the region or parts 

thereof as defined in the order. 
‘‘(b) A compact over-order price estab-

lished pursuant to this section shall apply 

only to Class I milk. Such compact over- 

order price shall not exceed one dollar and 

fifty cents per gallon at Atlanta, Ga., how-

ever, this compact over-order price shall be 

adjusted upward or downward at other loca-

tions in the region to reflect differences in 

minimum federal order prices. Beginning in 

nineteen hundred ninety, and using that year 
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as a base, the foregoing one dollar fifty cents 

per gallon maximum shall be adjusted annu-

ally by the rate of change in the Consumer 

Price Index as reported by the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics of the United States De-

partment of Labor. For purposes of the pool-

ing and equalization of an over-order price, 

the value of milk used in other use classi-

fications shall be calculated at the appro-

priate class price established pursuant to the 

applicable federal order or state dairy regu-

lation and the value of unregulated milk 

shall be calculated in relation to the nearest 

prevailing class price in accordance with and 

subject to such adjustments as the commis-

sion may prescribe in regulations. 
‘‘(c) A commission marketing order shall 

apply to all classes and uses of milk. 
‘‘(d) The commission is hereby empowered 

to establish a compact over-order price for 

milk to be paid by pool plants and partially 

regulated plants. The commission is also em-

powered to establish a compact over-order 

price to be paid by all other handlers receiv-

ing milk from producers located in a regu-

lated area. This price shall be established ei-

ther as a compact over-order price or by one 

or more commission marketing orders. 

Whenever such a price has been established 

by either type of regulation, the legal obliga-

tion to pay such price shall be determined 

solely by the terms and purpose of the regu-

lation without regard to the situs of the 

transfer of title, possession or any other fac-

tors not related to the purposes of the regu-

lation and this compact. Producer-handlers 

as defined in an applicable federal market 

order shall not be subject to a compact over- 

order price. The commission shall provide 

for similar treatment of producer-handlers 

under commission marketing orders. 
‘‘(e) In determining the price, the commis-

sion shall consider the balance between pro-

duction and consumption of milk and milk 

products in the regulated area, the costs of 

production including, but not limited to the 

price of feed, the cost of labor including the 

reasonable value of the producer’s own labor 

and management, machinery expense, and 

interest expense, the prevailing price for 

milk outside the regulated area, the pur-

chasing power of the public and the price 

necessary to yield a reasonable return to the 

producer and distributor. 
‘‘(f) When establishing a compact over- 

order price, the commission shall take such 

other action as is necessary and feasible to 

help ensure that the over-order price does 

not cause or compensate producers so as to 

generate local production of milk in excess 

of those quantities necessary to assure con-

sumers of an adequate supply for fluid pur-

poses.
‘‘(g) The commission shall whenever pos-

sible enter into agreements with state or fed-

eral agencies for exchange of information or 

services for the purpose of reducing regu-

latory burden and cost of administering the 

compact. The commission may reimburse 

other agencies for the reasonable cost of pro-

viding these services. 

‘‘§ 10. Optional provisions for pricing order 
‘‘Regulations establishing a compact over- 

order price or a commission marketing order 

may contain, but shall not be limited to any 

of the following: 

‘‘(1) Provisions classifying milk in accord-

ance with the form in which or purpose for 

which it is used, or creating a flat pricing 

program.

‘‘(2) With respect to a commission mar-

keting order only, provisions establishing or 

providing a method for establishing separate 

minimum prices for each use classification 

prescribed by the commission, or a single 

minimum price for milk purchased from pro-

ducers or associations of producers. 

‘‘(3) With respect to an over-order min-

imum price, provisions establishing or pro-

viding a method for establishing such min-

imum price for Class I milk. 

‘‘(4) Provisions for establishing either an 

over-order price or a commission marketing 

order may make use of any reasonable meth-

od for establishing such price or prices in-

cluding flat pricing and formula pricing. 

Provision may also be made for location ad-

justments, zone differentials and for com-

petitive credits with respect to regulated 

handlers who market outside the regulated 

area.

‘‘(5) Provisions for the payment to all pro-

ducers and associations of producers deliv-

ering milk to all handlers of uniform prices 

for all milk so delivered, irrespective of the 

uses made of such milk by the individual 

handler to whom it is delivered, or for the 

payment of producers delivering milk to the 

same handler of uniform prices for all milk 

delivered by them. 

‘‘(A) With respect to regulations estab-

lishing a compact over-order price, the com-

mission may establish one equalization pool 

within the regulated area for the sole pur-

pose of equalizing returns to producers 

throughout the regulated area. 

‘‘(B) With respect to any commission mar-

keting order, as defined in section two, sub-

division three, which replaces one or more 

terminated federal orders or state dairy reg-

ulations, the marketing area of now separate 

state or federal orders shall not be merged 

without the affirmative consent of each 

state, voting through its delegation, which is 

partly or wholly included within any such 

new marketing area. 

‘‘(6) Provisions requiring persons who bring 

Class I milk into the regulated area to make 

compensatory payments with respect to all 

such milk to the extent necessary to equal-

ize the cost of milk purchased by handlers 

subject to a compact over-order price or 

commission marketing order. No such provi-

sions shall discriminate against milk pro-

ducers outside the regulated area. The provi-

sions for compensatory payments may re-

quire payment of the difference between the 

Class I price required to be paid for such 

milk in the state of production by a federal 

milk marketing order or state dairy regula-

tion and the Class I price established by the 

compact over-order price or commission 

marketing order. 

‘‘(7) Provisions specially governing the 

pricing and pooling of milk handled by par-

tially regulated plants. 

‘‘(8) Provisions requiring that the account 

of any person regulated under the compact 

over-order price shall be adjusted for any 

payments made to or received by such per-

sons with respect to a producer settlement 

fund of any federal or state milk marketing 

order or other state dairy regulation within 

the regulated area. 

‘‘(9) Provision requiring the payment by 

handlers of an assessment to cover the costs 

of the administration and enforcement of 

such order pursuant to Article VII, Section 

18(a).

‘‘(10) Provisions for reimbursement to par-

ticipants of the Women, Infants and Children 

Special Supplemental Food Program of the 

United States Child Nutrition Act of 1966. 

‘‘(11) Other provisions and requirements as 

the commission may find are necessary or 

appropriate to effectuate the purposes of this 

compact and to provide for the payment of 

fair and equitable minimum prices to pro-

ducers.

‘‘ARTICLE V. RULEMAKING PROCEDURE 
‘‘§ 11. Rulemaking procedure 

‘‘Before promulgation of any regulations 

establishing a compact over-order price or 

commission marketing order, including any 

provision with respect to milk supply under 

subsection 9(f), or amendment thereof, as 

provided in Article IV, the commission shall 

conduct an informal rulemaking proceeding 

to provide interested persons with an oppor-

tunity to present data and views. Such rule-

making proceeding shall be governed by sec-

tion four of the Federal Administrative Pro-

cedure Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. § 553). In ad-

dition, the commission shall, to the extent 

practicable, publish notice of rulemaking 

proceedings in the official register of each 

participating state. Before the initial adop-

tion of regulations establishing a compact 

over-order price or a commission marketing 

order and thereafter before any amendment 

with regard to prices or assessments, the 

commission shall hold a public hearing. The 

commission may commence a rulemaking 

proceeding on its own initiative or may in 

its sole discretion act upon the petition of 

any person including individual milk pro-

ducers, any organization of milk producers 

or handlers, general farm organizations, con-

sumer or public interest groups, and local, 

state or federal officials. 

‘‘§ 12. Findings and referendum 
‘‘(a) In addition to the concise general 

statement of basis and purpose required by 

section 4(b) of the Federal Administrative 

Procedure Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. § 553(c)), 

the commission shall make findings of fact 

with respect to: 

‘‘(1) Whether the public interest will be 

served by the establishment of minimum 

milk prices to dairy farmers under Article 

IV.

‘‘(2) What level of prices will assure that 

producers receive a price sufficient to cover 

their costs of production and will elicit an 

adequate supply of milk for the inhabitants 

of the regulated area and for manufacturing 

purposes.

‘‘(3) Whether the major provisions of the 

order, other than those fixing minimum milk 

prices, are in the public interest and are rea-

sonably designed to achieve the purposes of 

the order. 

‘‘(4) Whether the terms of the proposed re-

gional order or amendment are approved by 

producers as provided in section thirteen. 

‘‘§ 13. Producer referendum 
‘‘(a) For the purpose of ascertaining wheth-

er the issuance or amendment of regulations 

establishing a compact over-order price or a 

commission marketing order, including any 

provision with respect to milk supply under 

subsection 9(f), is approved by producers, the 

commission shall conduct a referendum 

among producers. The referendum shall be 

held in a timely manner, as determined by 

regulation of the commission. The terms and 

conditions of the proposed order or amend-

ment shall be described by the commission 

in the ballot used in the conduct of the ref-

erendum, but the nature, content, or extent 

of such description shall not be a basis for 

attacking the legality of the order or any ac-

tion relating thereto. 
‘‘(b) An order or amendment shall be 

deemed approved by producers if the com-

mission determines that it is approved by at 

least two-thirds of the voting producers who, 

during a representative period determined by 

the commission, have been engaged in the 

production of milk the price of which would 

be regulated under the proposed order or 

amendment.
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‘‘(c) For purposes of any referendum, the 

commission shall consider the approval or 

disapproval by any cooperative association 

of producers, qualified under the provisions 

of the Act of Congress of February 18, 1922, as 

amended, known as the Capper–Volstead Act, 

bona fide engaged in marketing milk, or in 

rendering services for or advancing the inter-

ests of producers of such commodity, as the 

approval or disapproval of the producers who 

are members or stockholders in, or under 

contract with, such cooperative association 

of producers, except as provided in subdivi-

sion (1) hereof and subject to the provisions 

of subdivision (2) through (5) hereof. 

‘‘(1) No cooperative which has been formed 

to act as a common marketing agency for 

both cooperatives and individual producers 

shall be qualified to block vote for either. 

‘‘(2) Any cooperative which is qualified to 

block vote shall, before submitting its ap-

proval or disapproval in any referendum, 

give prior written notice to each of its mem-

bers as to whether and how it intends to cast 

its vote. The notice shall be given in a time-

ly manner as established, and in the form 

prescribed, by the commission. 

‘‘(3) Any producer may obtain a ballot 

from the commission in order to register ap-

proval or disapproval of the proposed order. 

‘‘(4) A producer who is a member of a coop-

erative which has provided notice of its in-

tent to approve or not to approve a proposed 

order, and who obtains a ballot and with 

such ballot expresses his approval or dis-

approval of the proposed order, shall notify 

the commission as to the name of the coop-

erative of which he or she is a member, and 

the commission shall remove such producer’s 

name from the list certified by such coopera-

tive with its corporate vote. 

‘‘(5) In order to insure that all milk pro-

ducers are informed regarding the proposed 

order, the commission shall notify all milk 

producers that an order is being considered 

and that each producer may register his ap-

proval or disapproval with the commission 

either directly or through his or her coopera-

tive.

‘‘§ 14. Termination of over-order price or mar-
keting order 
‘‘(a) The commission shall terminate any 

regulations establishing an over-order price 

or commission marketing order issued under 

this article whenever it finds that such order 

or price obstructs or does not tend to effec-

tuate the declared policy of this compact. 
‘‘(b) The commission shall terminate any 

regulations establishing an over-order price 

or a commission marketing order issued 

under this article whenever it finds that 

such termination is favored by a majority of 

the producers who, during a representative 

period determined by the commission, have 

been engaged in the production of milk the 

price of which is regulated by such order; but 

such termination shall be effective only if 

announced on or before such date as may be 

specified in such marketing agreement or 

order.
‘‘(c) The termination or suspension of any 

order or provision thereof, shall not be con-

sidered an order within the meaning of this 

article and shall require no hearing, but 

shall comply with the requirements for in-

formal rulemaking prescribed by section 

four of the Federal Administrative Proce-

dure Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. § 553). 

‘‘ARTICLE VI. ENFORCEMENT 
‘‘§ 15. Records; reports; access to premises 

‘‘(a) The commission may by rule and regu-

lation prescribe record keeping and report-

ing requirements for all regulated persons. 

For purposes of the administration and en-

forcement of this compact, the commission 

is authorized to examine the books and 

records of any regulated person relating to 

his or her milk business and for that pur-

pose, the commission’s properly designated 

officers, employees, or agents shall have full 

access during normal business hours to the 

premises and records of all regulated per-

sons.
‘‘(b) Information furnished to or acquired 

by the commission officers, employees, or its 

agents pursuant to this section shall be con-

fidential and not subject to disclosure except 

to the extent that the commission deems dis-

closure to be necessary in any administra-

tive or judicial proceeding involving the ad-

ministration or enforcement of this com-

pact, an over-order price, a compact mar-

keting order, or other regulations of the 

commission. The commission may promul-

gate regulations further defining the con-

fidentiality of information pursuant to this 

section. Nothing in this section shall be 

deemed to prohibit (i) the issuance of general 

statements based upon the reports of a num-

ber of handlers, which do not identify the in-

formation furnished by any person, or (ii) 

the publication by direction of the commis-

sion of the name of any person violating any 

regulation of the commission, together with 

a statement of the particular provisions vio-

lated by such person. 
‘‘(c) No officer, employee, or agent of the 

commission shall intentionally disclose in-

formation, by inference or otherwise, which 

is made confidential pursuant to this sec-

tion. Any person violating the provisions of 

this section shall, upon conviction, be sub-

ject to a fine of not more than one thousand 

dollars or to imprisonment for not more 

than one year, or to both, and shall be re-

moved from office. The commission shall 

refer any allegation of a violation of this 

section to the appropriate state enforcement 

authority or United States Attorney. 

‘‘§ 16. Subpoena; hearings and judicial review 
‘‘(a) The commission is hereby authorized 

and empowered by its members and its prop-

erly designated officers to administer oaths 

and issue subpoenas throughout all signa-

tory states to compel the attendance of wit-

nesses and the giving of testimony and the 

production of other evidence. 
‘‘(b) Any handler subject to an order may 

file a written petition with the commission 

stating that any such order or any provision 

of any such order or any obligation imposed 

in connection therewith is not in accordance 

with law and praying for a modification 

thereof or to be exempted therefrom. He 

shall thereupon be given an opportunity for 

a hearing upon such petition, in accordance 

with regulations made by the commission. 

After such hearing, the commission shall 

make a ruling upon the prayer of such peti-

tion which shall be final, if in accordance 

with law. 
‘‘(c) The district courts of the United 

States in any district in which such handler 

is an inhabitant, or has his principal place of 

business, are hereby vested with jurisdiction 

to review such ruling, provided a complaint 

for that purpose is filed within thirty days 

from the date of the entry of such ruling. 

Service of process in such proceedings may 

be had upon the commission by delivering to 

it a copy of the complaint. If the court deter-

mines that such ruling is not in accordance 

with law, it shall remand such proceedings 

to the commission with directions either (1) 

to make such ruling as the court shall deter-

mine to be in accordance with law, or (2) to 

take such further proceedings as, in its opin-

ion, the law requires. The pendency of pro-
ceedings instituted pursuant to this subdivi-
sion shall not impede, hinder, or delay the 
commission from obtaining relief pursuant 
to section seventeen. Any proceedings 
brought pursuant to section seventeen, ex-
cept where brought by way of counterclaim 
in proceedings instituted pursuant to this 
section, shall abate whenever a final decree 
has been rendered in proceedings between 
the same parties, and covering the same sub-
ject matter, instituted pursuant to this sec-
tion.

‘‘§ 17. Enforcement with respect to handlers 
‘‘(a) Any violation by a handler of the pro-

visions of regulations establishing an over- 
order price or a commission marketing 
order, or other regulations adopted pursuant 
to this compact shall: 

‘‘(1) Constitute a violation of the laws of 

each of the signatory states. Such violation 

shall render the violator subject to a civil 

penalty in an amount as may be prescribed 

by the laws of each of the participating 

states, recoverable in any state or federal 

court of competent jurisdiction. Each day 

such violation continues shall constitute a 

separate violation. 

‘‘(2) Constitute grounds for the revocation 

of license or permit to engage in the milk 

business under the applicable laws of the 

participating states. 
‘‘(b) With respect to handlers, the commis-

sion shall enforce the provisions of this com-
pact, regulations establishing an over-order 
price, a commission marketing order or 
other regulations adopted hereunder by: 

‘‘(1) Commencing an action for legal or eq-

uitable relief brought in the name of the 

commission of any state or federal court of 

competent jurisdiction; or 

‘‘(2) Referral to the state agency for en-

forcement by judicial or administrative rem-

edy with the agreement of the appropriate 

state agency of a participating state. 
‘‘(c) With respect to handlers, the commis-

sion may bring an action for injunction to 
enforce the provisions of this compact or the 
order or regulations adopted thereunder 
without being compelled to allege or prove 
that an adequate remedy of law does not 
exist.

‘‘ARTICLE VII. FINANCE 
‘‘§ 18. Finance of start-up and regular costs 

‘‘(a) To provide for its start-up costs, the 
commission may borrow money pursuant to 
its general power under section six, subdivi-
sion (d), paragraph four. In order to finance 
the costs of administration and enforcement 
of this compact, including payback of start- 
up costs, the commission is hereby empow-
ered to collect an assessment from each han-
dler who purchases milk from producers 
within the region. If imposed, this assess-
ment shall be collected on a monthly basis 
for up to one year from the date the commis-
sion convenes, in an amount not to exceed 
$.015 per hundredweight of milk purchased 
from producers during the period of the as-
sessment. The initial assessment may apply 
to the projected purchases of handlers for 
the two-month period following the date the 
commission convenes. In addition, if regula-
tions establishing an over-order price or a 
compact marketing order are adopted, they 
may include an assessment for the specific 
purpose of their administration. These regu-
lations shall provide for establishment of a 
reserve for the commission’s ongoing oper-
ating expenses. 

‘‘(b) The commission shall not pledge the 
credit of any participating state or of the 
United States. Notes issued by the commis-
sion and all other financial obligations in-
curred by it, shall be its sole responsibility 
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and no participating state or the United 

States shall be liable therefor. 

‘‘§ 19. Audit and accounts 
‘‘(a) The commission shall keep accurate 

accounts of all receipts and disbursements, 

which shall be subject to the audit and ac-

counting procedures established under its 

rules. In addition, all receipts and disburse-

ments of funds handled by the commission 

shall be audited yearly by a qualified public 

accountant and the report of the audit shall 

be included in and become part of the annual 

report of the commission. 
‘‘(b) The accounts of the commission shall 

be open at any reasonable time for inspec-

tion by duly constituted officers of the par-

ticipating states and by any persons author-

ized by the commission. 
‘‘(c) Nothing contained in this article shall 

be construed to prevent commission compli-

ance with laws relating to audit or inspec-

tion of accounts by or on behalf of any par-

ticipating state or of the United States. 

‘‘ARTICLE VIII. ENTRY INTO FORCE; ADDI-
TIONAL MEMBERS AND WITHDRAWAL 

‘‘§ 20. Entry into force; additional members 
‘‘The compact shall enter into force effec-

tive when enacted into law by any three 

states of the group of states composed of 

Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Ken-

tucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, 

North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and West Vir-

ginia and when the consent of Congress has 

been obtained. 

‘‘§ 21. Withdrawal from compact 
‘‘Any participating state may withdraw 

from this compact by enacting a statute re-

pealing the same, but no such withdrawal 

shall take effect until one year after notice 

in writing of the withdrawal is given to the 

commission and the governors of all other 

participating states. No withdrawal shall af-

fect any liability already incurred by or 

chargeable to a participating state prior to 

the time of such withdrawal. 

‘‘§ 22. Severability 
‘‘If any part or provision of this compact is 

adjudged invalid by any court, such judg-

ment shall be confined in its operation to the 

part or provision directly involved in the 

controversy in which such judgment shall 

have been rendered and shall not affect or 

impair the validity of the remainder of this 

compact. In the event Congress consents to 

this compact subject to conditions, said con-

ditions shall not impair the validity of this 

compact when said conditions are accepted 

by three or more compacting states. A com-

pacting state may accept the conditions of 

Congress by implementation of this com-

pact.’’.

SEC. 149. PACIFIC NORTHWEST DAIRY COMPACT. 
Congress consents to a Pacific Northwest 

Dairy Compact proposed for the States of 

California, Oregon, and Washington, subject 

to the following conditions: 

(1) TEXT.—The text of the Pacific North-

west Dairy Compact shall be identical to the 

text of the Southern Dairy Compact, except 

as follows: 

(A) References to ‘‘south’’, ‘‘southern’’, and 

‘‘Southern’’ shall be changed to ‘‘Pacific 

Northwest’’.

(B) In section 9(b), the reference to ‘‘At-

lanta, Georgia’’ shall be changed to ‘‘Seattle, 

Washington’’.

(C) In section 20, the reference to ‘‘any 

three’’ and all that follows shall be changed 

to ‘‘California, Oregon, and Washington.’’. 

(2) LIMITATION OF MANUFACTURING PRICE

REGULATION.—The Dairy Compact Commis-

sion established to administer the Pacific 

Northwest Dairy Compact (referred to in this 

section as the ‘‘Commission’’) may not regu-

late Class II, Class III, or Class IV milk used 

for manufacturing purposes or any other 

milk, other than Class I, or fluid milk, as de-

fined by a Federal milk marketing order 

issued under section 8c of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted 

with amendments by the Agricultural Mar-

keting Act of 1937 (referred to in this section 

as a ‘‘Federal milk marketing order’’). 

(3) COMPENSATION OF SPECIAL MILK PRO-

GRAM.—Before the end of each fiscal year in 

which a Compact price regulation is in ef-

fect, the Pacific Northwest Dairy Compact 

Commission shall compensate the Secretary 

of Agriculture for the increased cost of any 

milk and milk products provided under the 

special milk program established under sec-

tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 

U.S.C. 1772) that results from the operation 

of the Compact price regulation during the 

fiscal year, as determined by the Secretary 

(in consultation with the Commission) using 

notice and comment procedures provided in 

section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Congressional con-

sent under this section takes effect on the 

date (not later than 3 years after the date of 

enactment of this Act) on which the Pacific 

Northwest Dairy Compact is entered into by 

the second of the 3 States specified in the 

matter preceding paragraph (1). 

(5) COMPENSATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT

CORPORATION.—Before the end of each fiscal 

year in which a price regulation is in effect 

under the Pacific Northwest Dairy Compact, 

the Commission shall compensate the Com-

modity Credit Corporation for the cost of 

any purchases of milk and milk products by 

the Corporation that result from the oper-

ation of the Compact price regulation during 

the fiscal year, as determined by the Sec-

retary (in consultation with the Commis-

sion) using notice and comment procedures 

provided in section 553 of title 5, United 

States Code. 

(6) MILK MARKETING ORDER ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—At the request of the Commission, 

the Administrator of the applicable Federal 

milk marketing order shall provide technical 

assistance to the Commission and be com-

pensated for that assistance. 

SEC. 150. INTERMOUNTAIN DAIRY COMPACT. 
Congress consents to an Intermountain 

Dairy Compact proposed for the States of 

Colorado, Nevada, and Utah, subject to the 

following conditions: 

(1) TEXT.—The text of the Intermountain 

Dairy Compact shall be identical to the text 

of the Southern Dairy Compact, except as 

follows:

(A) In section 1, the references to ‘‘south-

ern’’ and ‘‘south’’ shall be changed to ‘‘Inter-

mountain’’ and ‘‘Intermountain region’’, re-

spectively.

(B) References to ‘‘Southern’’ shall be 

changed to ‘‘Intermountain ’’. 

(C) In section 9(b), the reference to ‘‘At-

lanta, Georgia’’ shall be changed to ‘‘Salt 

Lake City, Utah’’. 

(D) In section 20, the reference to ‘‘any 

three’’ and all that follows shall be changed 

to ‘‘Colorado, Nevada, and Utah.’’. 

(2) LIMITATION OF MANUFACTURING PRICE

REGULATION.—The Dairy Compact Commis-

sion established to administer the Inter-

mountain Dairy Compact (referred to in this 

section as the ‘‘Commission’’) may not regu-

late Class II, Class III, or Class IV milk used 

for manufacturing purposes or any other 

milk, other than Class I, or fluid milk, as de-

fined by a Federal milk marketing order 

issued under section 8c of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted 

with amendments by the Agricultural Mar-

keting Act of 1937 (referred to in this section 

as a ‘‘Federal milk marketing order’’). 

(3) COMPENSATION OF SPECIAL MILK PRO-

GRAM.—Before the end of each fiscal year in 

which a Compact price regulation is in ef-

fect, the Intermountain Dairy Compact Com-

mission shall compensate the Secretary of 

Agriculture for the increased cost of any 

milk and milk products provided under the 

special milk program established under sec-

tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 

U.S.C. 1772) that results from the operation 

of the Compact price regulation during the 

fiscal year, as determined by the Secretary 

(in consultation with the Commission) using 

notice and comment procedures provided in 

section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Congressional con-

sent under this section takes effect on the 

date (not later than 3 years after the date of 

enactment of this Act) on which the Inter-

mountain Dairy Compact is entered into by 

the second of the 3 States specified in the 

matter preceding paragraph (1). 

(5) COMPENSATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT

CORPORATION.—Before the end of each fiscal 

year in which a price regulation is in effect 

under the Intermountain Dairy Compact, the 

Commission shall compensate the Com-

modity Credit Corporation for the cost of 

any purchases of milk and milk products by 

the Corporation that result from the oper-

ation of the Compact price regulation during 

the fiscal year, as determined by the Sec-

retary (in consultation with the Commis-

sion) using notice and comment procedures 

provided in section 553 of title 5, United 

States Code. 

(6) MILK MARKETING ORDER ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—At the request of the Commission, 

the Administrator of the applicable Federal 

milk marketing order shall provide technical 

assistance to the Commission and be com-

pensated for that assistance. 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve a point of order against 

the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Wisconsin reserves a 

point of order on the amendment. 
Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the 

Sherwood-Etheridge-McHugh amend-

ment to the farm bill would implement 

provisions of H.R. 1827, the Dairy Con-

sumers and Producers Protection Act 

of 2001, a very bipartisan measure spon-

sored by 165 Members of the House rep-

resenting 30 sites in the country. 
This amendment allows the expan-

sion and the extension of the Northeast 

Dairy Compact, which expired on Sep-

tember 30, and the creation of a South-

ern Dairy Compact, a Pacific North-

west Dairy Compact, and an Inter-

mountain Dairy Compact. 
Other Members offering this amend-

ment are the gentleman from Vermont 

(Mr. SANDERS), the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania (Mr. HOLDEN), the gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY),

the gentleman from New York (Mr. 

SWEENEY), the gentleman from Mis-

sissippi (Mr. PICKERING), and the gen-

tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).
I have also sent out a Dear Colleague 

letter signed by 30 Members who want 

a debate and a vote on dairy compact 
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extension and expansion legislation. 

The time has come for this debate. 
Dairy compacts are good for our 

farmers, they are good for our con-

sumers and our Nation for several rea-

sons: They operate at no cost to tax-

payers; they are constitutional; they 

enjoy strong support in Congress; and 

in the 25 States in which they have 

been overwhelmingly passed, the vote 

was over 5,000 to 300 for. 
They keep dairy farmers producing 

high-quality milk our consumers de-

mand at a stable and affordable price. 

Compacts also strengthen rural com-

munities and help save farmland from 

urban sprawl. The reason they operate 

at no cost to taxpayers is the payments 

come from the milk market, and they 

are only made to farmers when the 

compact commission price is over the 

Federal marketing price. 
That only happens on certain occa-

sions. Right now, the compact would 

not be effective. The Federal order 

price is sufficient for people to produce 

milk. But when it goes down, it is a 

great safety net for producers of fluid 

milk.
The compacts are constitutional. 

Since passage of compact legislation in 

the 1996 farm bill, the U.S. Court of Ap-

peals for the District of Columbia af-

firmed on January 20, 1998, that the 

compact is constitutional. Additional 

court rulings found that the compact 

commission’s regulations were con-

sistent with the commerce clause, the 

compact clause, and the due process 

clause of the U.S. Constitution. 
Concerning bioterrorism, it will be 

much better for the stability of our 

food supply if milk is produced across 

the country, instead of just in certain 

concentrated areas. Milk is also proven 

to be cheaper under the compact in 

Boston than it is in many other areas 

of the country. 
So in summary, Mr. Chairman, there 

are many reasons for compacts. They 

are good for farmers and rural commu-

nities, they are good for food security 

in a terrorist time, they are good for 

consumers because it assures a stable 

supply of fresh milk at a good price, 

they are good for taxpayers because 

the payments do not come out of the 

public Treasury, and they are proven in 

New England to work. 
Mr. Chairman, I grew up in a small 

town in Nicholson, Pennsylvania. As a 

young man, we had three creameries, 

four feed dealers, and two automobile 

and equipment dealers in that little 

town. Today, there are none of those. 

The consolidation of agriculture is 

very tough on rural communities. So I 

would ask that we support this meas-

ure and pass dairy compacts. They are 

good for the country. 
Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in strong support, as a cosponsor of the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD),

along with the other Members who are 

signing onto this, and the over 160 

Members, and counting, of this House 

of Representatives that support not 

only the continuation of the dairy 

compact but the expansion of the com-

pact.
Mr. Chairman, we are talking about a 

document and legislation that is being 

supported by State legislatures, that is 

being supported by governors, and that 

is asking the United States Congress, 

not for the first time, Mr. Chairman, 

but for the third time to extend and ex-

pand the compact. 
This works. It has worked well. My 

friends may offer arguments by saying 

it protects a region, that it increases 

the prices, and is not a benefit to the 

consumers. But the facts do not bear 

that out. In the compact States, as we 

have been able to show, the production 

is down versus the national average. In 

the compact States, the prices are 

lower than the national average. The 

consumers have actually been able to 

benefit.
I would submit, Mr. Chairman, that 

by supporting locally owned inde-

pendent small businesses, which are 

these agricultural entities, we are sup-

porting the strength of America and 

the strength of Maine, which is pre-

dominantly small businesses, family 

businesses.
In my own family business, we have 

always lamented about the fact that 

we have been exempted from child 

labor laws, so we worked early and 

often, and we did not receive very 

much for it. But as my mother says to 

me today, it never hurt any of us at all. 
I think that the strength of that 

work ethic, that family involvement in 

local communities, is something that 

this compact supports, so we should 

not be discouraging these kinds of de-

velopments, but we should be encour-

aging these kinds of developments. 

What is wrong with locally owned 

home-grown small businesses, agricul-

tural businesses? For far too long, we 

have been relegated to the back parts 

of America and in our communities. 
I have always said to people, if we 

were able to fence it in like a defense 

establishment and be able to talk 

about the farm families, the farm in-

come, and the impact to our commu-

nities, we as political leaders would be 

falling all over ourselves to do every-

thing possible to make sure not only 

we kept them but we expanded upon 

them.
Agriculture is our strongest defense, 

and our national food security interest. 

I think it is vital to make sure that 

they are strong and healthy and vi-

brant. This is the kind of a program 

that the dairy compact has been able 

to produce. 
Having worked on two agricultural 

farm programs over the 8 years that I 

have served in Congress, the impor-

tance is to make sure that we have a 

countercyclical program, to make sure 

that we have a program that works 
with farmers, works with communities. 

This is the ultimate program. It does 
not kick in unless it hits a floor. Right 
now, the fluid milk prices are at a par-
ticular level that we do not need to 
have the compact kick in, but if, in 
fact, things do not maintain that high 
level, the compact kicks in, so it is a 
floor. It is an insurance policy. Also, 
they have been able to see that the 
lack of reduction in farm families that 
occurred in the compact areas. 

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, and Mem-
bers of the House, I rise in strong support of 
the amendment to the Farm Bill proposed by 
my colleagues Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 
and Mr. MCHUGH to extend and expand the 
Northeast Dairy Compact and to authorize the 
creation of other Interstate Dairy Compacts in 
other regions of the country. 

I was disappointed that this important 
amendment did not receive a waiver from the 
Rules Committee yesterday to allow for a de-
finitive up or down vote in the full House of 
Representatives. I would like to stress the im-
portance of this amendment to dairy farmers 
in the Northeast as well as other states wish-
ing to enter into their own dairy compacts. 

As a member of the Agriculture Committee, 
I have worked diligently to help craft a Farm 
Bill which not only maintains current agri-
culture policy, but expands conservation and 
research to represent the changing values of 
American farmers. I believe that a critical part 
of our farm policy must be Interstate Dairy 
Compacts. The existing authorization for the 
Northeast Dairy Compact expired on Sep-
tember 30, 2001. 

One of the highlights of this year’s Farm Bill 
is a return to the counter-cyclical price support 
system to aid farmers when prices drop below 
a sustainable level. Dairy Compacts provide 
the ultimate counter-cyclical payment: farmers 
receive aid only when milk prices drop below 
the Compact Commission-established min-
imum. In contrast to other farm support pro-
grams, however, all Compact expenditures 
come directly from the milk producers them-
selves, therefore costing the taxpayers noth-
ing. Compacts allow for regions to best set 
their own prices, similar to other programs 
which delegate pricing authority to state and 
local levels. Evidence has shown that over the 
life of the Northeast Dairy Compact, con-
sumers in Compact states have seen a reduc-
tion in milk prices, while farmers have re-
ceived more for their milk on average than 
those in non-Compact states. 

Since the implementation of the Northeast 
Dairy Compact, there has been no over-
production of milk in the Compact region; in 
fact drinking milk consumption has outstripped 
production in New England during the Com-
pact period. More to the point, a recent GAO 
study found the Compact structure to have lit-
tle to no impact on price and production of 
milk in non-Compact states. We expect the 
same results from an expanded Northeast 
Compact and the new Compacts authorized 
under this amendment. 

During the year 2000 alone, the Compact 
provided $4.8 million in assistance to Maine 
farmers, at absolutely no cost to the federal 
government. Through the benefits of the Com-
pact, the rate of decline in the number of 
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Maine dairy farms dropped from 16% to 6%. 
In short, dairy compacts save farms and allow 
for locally produced milk to reach consumers 
at a competitive price. 

In addition to these statistics, we must also 
take into account the intangible benefits that 
Dairy Compacts can provide. Preservation of 
open space and conservation of land has be-
come a key issue facing this Farm Bill. 

Dairy Compacts protect open space by al-
lowing farmers to receive competitive prices 
for their milk and remain in business. Wildlife 
habitat is saved from sprawl and intrusion by 
ever-expanding urban communities, and fami-
lies have a chance to purchase locally-pro-
duced milk at a stable price. The importance 
of compacts cannot be understated, as evi-
denced by the number of states seeking to 
join one. 

I understand that this amendment will not 
reach a final vote because of a point of order. 
It is my intention to work with my colleagues 
to find another vehicle by which to resurrect 
the Dairy Compact structure which expired 
September 30th. This is a program which is vi-
tally important to dairy farmers in Maine and at 
least 25 other states. My colleagues who sup-
port the Dairy Compact and I will continue to 
press ahead to see that our farmers receive 
the assistance that they need and deserve. I 
ask only that the Compact be given a chance 
for a fair vote so that this issue can be re-
solved. 

Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Sherwood, Etheridge, McHugh 
amendment to permanently authorize the 
Northeast Dairy Compact. This is a good pro-
gram that is vital for dairy farmers in the north-
east and southeast—farmers I represent. 

The Northeast Diary Compact expired on 
September 30, 2001—merely 3 days ago. The 
House could have addressed this issue by al-
lowing a debate and a vote on the compact at 
any point this year. Instead, the House and 
the other chamber decided to ignore the plight 
of dairy farmers. 

Members of Congress from the Northeast 
and the Southeast have worked tirelessly to 
reauthorize the dairy compact and to extend it 
to help those dairy farmers who don’t have the 
fortune of living in the Midwest. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact is good, 
sound policy for my dairy farmers and for dairy 
farmers who live outside of Wisconsin and 
Minnesota. In the absence of a national dairy 
policy, the dairy compact is the only way for 
these dairy farmers to remain viable. 

Dairy prices today are comparable to prices 
in 1978 and my farmers cannot stay in busi-
ness with these low prices. The 270 dairy 
farms in Massachusetts received an average 
of $13,300 per farm in 2000. This total, $3.6 
million in all, came at no cost to federal, state 
or local governments. Like farmers in other 
sectors of agriculture in other parts of the 
country, dairy farmers in the Northeast cannot 
succeed without help. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact is not only a 
priority for dairy farmers but it is also a priority 
for conservationists. As we know, urban 
sprawl is diminishing our quality of life. By 
helping farms stay open, the Northeast Dairy 
Company has protected over 113,000 acres of 
open space from urban sprawl. Without the 
compact, we’ll see open space turning into 

strip malls, WalMarts or parking lots. The 
Dairy Compact is good for the environment. 

Mr. Chairman, the only action dairy compact 
supporters have asked for is an up or down 
vote on this issue. Our dairy farmers deserve 
the opportunity to have this issue debated fair-
ly and to have the House express its support 
or disapproval for dairy compact. Dairy is a 
commodity and should be debated along with 
other commodities. The Farm Bill is the right 
place to have this debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take time to thank 
several Members who have been active on 
the Dairy Compact. Specifically, I want to 
thank former Representative Asa Hutchison 
for introducing the bill to permanently author-
ize the Northeast Dairy Compact and to form 
the Southeast Dairy Compact. I also want to 
thank Representatives DON SHERWOOD, BOB 
ETHERIDGE and JOHN MCHUGH for offering this 
amendment today. And I want to thank Chair-
man JIM WALSH and Representative BERNIE 
SANDERS, as well as the other Members in the 
Northeast and Southeast, for their hard work 
and commitment to the Dairy Compact. 

On September 17, 2001, the Boston Globe 
editorialized on the Northeast Dairy Compact. 
I quote—‘‘If Congress doesn’t act by the end 
of this month, dairy farmers in New England 
will lose a regional price support system that 
has helped to keep many in business. The 
long-term effect will be loss of farms, farm-
land, and locally produced fresh milk.’’ 

I urge the leadership of both parties to come 
together, schedule a debate and allow an up 
or down vote on the Dairy Compact This is the 
best we can do for all dairy farmers until we 
have a national policy. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, today I rise in 
support of the Sherwood Amendment to per-
manently extend the Northeast Dairy Com-
pact. This Compact is critical to the survival of 
small dairy farms not only in my district in New 
Hampshire but also throughout the Northeast. 
Its operation provides a safety net for New 
Hampshire farmers, and it ensures a stable 
supply of fresh, local milk for consumers. 

In my district, rural communities are pro-
foundly affected by the survival of dairy farms, 
which provide jobs, purchase goods and serv-
ices, and preserve dwindling agricultural land. 
The Northeast Dairy Compact has kept these 
farms in business for the good of farmers and 
consumers. 

Dairy compacts neither cost the federal gov-
ernment nor allow retail milk prices to increase 
disproportionately. Congress should listen to 
the farmers, taxpayers, and the twenty-five 
states, which have passed compact legisla-
tion, and support the permanent extension of 
the Northeast Dairy Compact. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex-
press my strong support for the point of order 
to ensure that the proponents of the Northeast 
Dairy Compact are not able to extend this un-
wise experiment in dairy policy. 

Mr. Chairman, the current milk marketing 
system is complex and flawed, and the cre-
ation of the Northeast Dairy Compact has ex-
acerbated the deficiencies of our national dairy 
policy. Dairy reform is needed, but we should 
not permit the continuation of the Northeast 
Dairy Compact, and we certainly should not 
allow an expansion of dairy compacts into 
other regions of the country. 

I am greatly troubled that the supporters of 
the Northeast Dairy Compact are once again 
attempting to bypass the rules of the House to 
impose a regional milk cartel that has hurt 
dairy farmers in my congressional district and 
throughout the upper Midwest region. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact initiative was 
inserted into the 1996 Farm bill conference re-
port in violation of House rules and the pro-
ponents utilized midnight parliamentary tactics 
to create a milk regime that distorts the market 
and hurts consumers. While it is worth noting 
that the Northeast Dairy Compact proponents 
are here on the House Floor today during the 
light of day, they are here, nevertheless, to 
offer an amendment to this year’s Farm bill 
that is in violation of House rules. The rules of 
the House are very clear that the jurisdiction 
of interstate compacts falls within the House 
Judiciary Committee, not the House Agri-
culture Committee. 

Since this amendment to extend and ex-
pand this faulty compact is not germane to the 
Farm bill, it is incumbent upon the Chair to 
sustain the point of order and rule against this 
amendment. If my colleagues want this com-
pact to continue, I would encourage them to 
follow the rules of the House and work with 
the Judiciary Committee. 

b 1200

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I will make my point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

FOSSELLA). The gentleman from Wis-

consin is recognized. 
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, at this point I stress the point of 

order that under clause 7 of rule XVI, 

this amendment is not germane. The 

amendment is not germane because all 

interstate compacts fall under the ju-

risdiction of the House Committee on 

the Judiciary, not the Committee on 

Agriculture. Therefore, the amendment 

fails to meet the jurisdictional test of 

clause 7 of rule XVI. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

any other Member wish to be heard on 

the point of order? 
The gentleman from New York (Mr. 

SWEENEY).
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish 

to be heard on the point of order. 
Mr. Chairman, our dairy farmers are 

faced with extreme circumstances and 

have been for quite some time. Today 

in this House we have an opportunity 

to debate, discuss and vote on the sin-

gle greatest source of relief for those 

people. It really, fundamentally, Mr. 

Chairman, is we are faced with a ques-

tion of fairness in whether this House 

can deliberate openly and do the busi-

ness of the people. 
We are faced with an underlying bill 

that addresses all sorts of commodity 

issues, but for New York and the 

Northeast, we do very little as it re-

lates to supporting dairy farmers and 

small dairy families. 
I would like to point out, Mr. Chair-

man, that there is tremendous and sub-

stantial support, 165 Members rep-

resenting 30 States from both sides of 
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the aisle have co-sponsored this. Twen-
ty-five states have asked this Congress 
to act and allow them the opportunity 
to move forward and develop compacts 
within their region. 

The policy is very good. During these 
tough economic times while we are 
contemplating appropriating tens of 
billions of dollars for an economic 
stimulus package, here is a process, a 
program that will afford substantial 
parts of this Nation, a substantial sec-
tor in this Nation, economic relief 
without costing the Federal Govern-
ment a dime. 

As some other speakers have pointed 
out, Mr. Chairman, I would like to also 
say that there is a very important 
point that needs to be brought to light 
considering the recent events that we 
have faced in this Nation. Opponents 
have said the concept of regionalized 
dairy policy is an outdated concept. 
Unfortunately and sadly, due to the 
events of September 11, we now see 
that our transportation system cannot 
only be attacked but made vulnerable. 

Consumers deserve a stable supply of 
local fresh milk. Local farmers are the 
best way to do that. This amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD) is an oppor-
tunity for this Congress to do some-
thing very positive and very forceful in 
that regard. 

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman, that 
it is an important strategic need that 

we actually are debating today. One 

that we need to have brought to this 

floor today, and if not today, soon. My 

constituents demand it. We need a de-

bate on the extension and expansion of 

regional dairy compacts. We need to 

show America that at the core of all of 

this, when so much interest and so 

many Members and so many States 

support this notion, this Congress is 

able to act. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair reminds Members that after the 

Chair rules on this point of order, 

Members may invoke the 5-minute rule 

to continue debate on this matter. 
The gentleman from Maine (Mr. 

BALDACCI).
Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, be-

fore the ruling, the germaneness issue 

here, is the charge being made that the 

dairy interest is not part of the agri-

cultural interest? Is that the germane-

ness issue? That it does not belong in 

the debate even though we are talking 

about a 10-year reauthorization of the 

farm bill, that the dairy is not farm or 

not agriculture? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will rule after argument is heard 

by the proponents and opponents of the 

point of order. 
Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, 

thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-

SENBRENNER).
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, the point of order should be sus-

tained. The rules of the House very 

clearly state that interstate compacts, 

regardless of the nature of them, fall 

within the jurisdiction of the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary. This bill is a 

bill that has been produced not by the 

Committee on the Judiciary, but the 

Committee on Agriculture, and con-

sequently the amendment does not 

meet the jurisdictional test that is 

contained in clause 7 of rule XVI. The 

point of order should be determined to 

be well taken. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-

ERS).
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

would hope that as an act of comity, 

the gentleman who originally raised 

the point of order will withdraw it at 

this time so that Members who feel 

strongly about this issue will have a 

chance to debate a life and death issue 

for hundreds of thousands of family 

farmers in this country. 
We understand the germaneness 

issue, but common courtesy would in-

dicate that you allow many Members 

to come to the floor of the House and 

debate this issue. I do not know what 

my friend from Maine was going to ask 

the gentleman from Wisconsin, but I 

have the feeling that he may have 

asked him how many hearings were 

held on this issue despite the fact that 

165 Members of the Congress, Demo-

crats, Republicans, Independents, Con-

servatives, Progressives are fighting 

for this issue. 
I think he might have asked the gen-

tleman how many hearings were held 

when 25 States, half of the States in 

this country, voted to do something for 

their dairy farmers in supporting the 

dairy compact. We can argue the mer-

its or the demerits of the dairy com-

pact. It has worked. I am a strong pro-

ponent of it. It has helped save family 

farms. But the more important issue is 

basic fairness here on the floor of the 

House. How do you turn your back, es-

pecially, I might say, those who believe 

in devolution, those who say, let the 

States have power, how do you say to 

those 25 States who are seeing their 

family farmers go out of business, their 

rural economies suffering, how do you 

say to those people, you cannot even 

get a hearing on the floor of the House. 

You cannot even get a vote on the floor 

of the House. 
If the Members are so sure of the 

righteousness of their our ideas, debate 

the ideas and bring a vote to the floor 

of the House. 
Mr. Chairman, I would at least ask as 

an act of comity, may I have a dialogue 

with my friend who raised the point of 

order?
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will 

the gentleman from Vermont suspend? 
The gentleman will remember that 

the Chair controls the time on the 

point of order, and members may not 

engage in colloquies. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I do 

remember that. I would ask my friend, 

yield to him briefly, would he be so 

kind as to withdraw his objection at 

this time? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will 

the gentleman from Vermont suspend? 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

would just hope at least that we can 

continue this debate on such an impor-

tant issue. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs. 

JOHNSON).
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I would like to be recog-

nized on this point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentlewoman is recognized. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I do not think it is as black 

and white as the gentleman from Wis-

consin maintains. There is genuine am-

biguity about the germaneness of this 

amendment.
Because while the statute the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-

BRENNER) cites in terms of regional 

compacts is one consideration, the 

other consideration is that the agricul-

tural bill and the Department of Agri-

culture do establish the whole milk 

marketing system, which is a market 

governance mechanism that if you 

were going to be consistent, should be 

under judiciary, if your point of order 

were to hold. 
This is merely a variant of the milk 

marketing order to accommodate it to 

meet the goals that the Department of 

Agriculture has set for its milk mar-

keting system, which goals that milk 

marketing system does not meet. The 

milk marketing system’s goals were to 

assure regional production, but within 

that system were also mechanisms to 

prevent overproduction. 
The national system is not working. 

This regional system is working. Under 

the national system, there was a 7.4 

percent increase in production over the 

period of the compact, and in the re-

gion of the compact, production actu-

ally went down. Why? Because we have 

an incentive system that discourages 

overproduction. It is something the 

Federal Government has desperately 

tried to develop in every one of its ag 

subsidy programs and has failed. 
Our incentives to control production, 

which is a Department of Agriculture 

goal, part of the milk marketing order 

policy contained in this ag bill is a goal 

that is better achieved through this ad-

justment to the milk marketing order 

system than through underlying na-

tional policy because it does adjust 

that policy for regional concerns and 

puts in place not only a system that 

can address supply, but one in which 

consumers are represented. So it is a 

far more democratic process than the 

Federal milk marketing order process. 
So I would say that the issue of 

germaness is not black and white. It is 
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ambiguous, and we have every much as 

good a case that this is germane as the 

gentleman from Wisconsin has that it 

is not germane, and what should influ-

ence the Chair is not only that ambi-

guity, but the fact that the Committee 

on the Judiciary has refused to give 

this matter consideration, to hold 

hearings, to give us our voice, to even 

bring it to the floor with a negative 

recommendation or choose one of the 

other processes available. 
We should not be muffled. The inter-

ests of our people in national agricul-

tural policy are very real, and this bill 

establishes national agricultural policy 

and has within it a market structure 

that is the market structure that we 

wish to adjust to regional interests. So 

I would say the issue is ambiguous, and 

I would urge the Chair to rule in favor 

of all those regions of the country that 

get no other benefit from the ag bill 

but would benefit in supporting the 

farm income in exactly the same way 

they want to support the income of 

other farmers under the ag bill. 
So I urge Members’ support of the 

Sherwood amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

the gentleman from North Carolina 

(Mr. ETHERIDGE) wish to be heard on 

the point of order? 
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, on 

the point of order, on the issue of juris-

diction and ambiguity, and I under-

stand the Chair is getting prepared to 

rule, but Mr. Chairman, I would join 

the gentlewoman from Connecticut 

(Mrs. JOHNSON) who just spoke that 

there is enough ambiguity. We are 

looking at issues that 25 States have 

expressed their wishes, governors have 

signed the papers indicating their wish-

es to be a part of a compact, my State 

being one of those States that want to 

be a part of it. 
We are seeing a loss in farmers. 

Twenty-five years ago in my State, 

there was 1,600 dairy farmers. Today, 

we have about a fourth of that figure. 

We are asking for trouble if we allow 

milk production to be consolidated 

into just a few small hands, and we 

have seen that, as you have already 

heard about what happened on Sep-

tember 11, continue. 
We must take action to allow more 

small dairy farmers to survive, and 

compacts are a proven method to do 

that. We have seen that in the north-

east. If my State of North Carolina 

were a member of a compact as were 

other dairy States in the northeast, 

their combined income would have 

been over $20 million in the year 2000, 

but instead they received 5.4 million in 

Federal dollars. They do not want the 

money from the Federal Government. 

They want to get it from the market-

place.
We write these farm bills because of 

the fluctuation in the marketplace. It 

has made it difficult for farmers to 

plan, and we are trying to help level it 

out as we should to help production in 
agriculture, but denying a vote on the 
no cost options to help dairy farmers 
when prices decline simply does not 
make sense. 

That is what we are about. We are 
about a democratic body, expressing 
the wills and wishes of the people of 
this country. The northeast compact 
has shown that you can take the vola-
tility out of the milk pricing, keep 
dairy farmers in business and provide a 
fresh supply of local milk at a fair 
price, all without costing the Federal 
Government a cent. We ought to be 
about that. That ought to be about 
what we are doing. 

The compact establishes a floor, as 
you have already said. Producers, con-
sumers and even processors play a role 
in determining the price. Some argue 
that compacts cause overproduction of 
milk which would then flood our class 
III producers, like cheese, and cause 
the prices of these products to decline, 
but that has just not happened in what 
we have seen in the northeast. In fact, 
last year, every compact State saw a 
decrease in milk production, except 
one, and that was Vermont which had 
an increase of only 2.8 percent less 
than the national average. That fol-
lows a similar decrease in production 
in 1999. We ought to be endorsing that. 
That ought to be what we are working 
about as a body here to help make a 
difference.

The northeast compact even provides 
incentives to farmers not to over-
produce, and there is no reason why 
these incentives will not work in other 
parts of the Nation. 

Some may also argue that the north-
east compact has not stopped dairy 
farmers from going out of business in 
that region. Nothing in this underlying 
farm bill will keep every single farmer 
in business, regardless if they are in 
dairy, wheat or any other product. We 
understand that, but since the compact 
has been in place, the rate of closing of 
dairy farms in the northeast has de-
creased. If we would have had that in 
my State of North Carolina, I am con-
vinced we would have more dairy farm-
ers today and this country would be 
better off. 

I could talk more about the benefits 
of the compact, and I hope as you con-
sider your ruling, you will take this 
into effect, but Mr. Chairman, I believe 
if we deny a vote on this amendment, 
that will be most unfortunate, and the 
full debate of this House will not be 
had, and I would yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT) for a comment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind Members, the Chair 
controls the time on arguments regard-
ing the point of order, and members 

may not engage in colloquies. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, he 

yielded. He did not yield back his time. 

He yielded to the gentleman from New 

York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will remind Members that the 

Chair controls the time on arguments 

both for and against this point of 

order. The Chair will remind Members 

as well, the Chair is entertaining argu-

ments on the point of order. Members 

may remain, after the ruling on the 

point of order, to debate the substance 

of dairy policy if so desired. 
Does the gentleman from Minnesota 

(Mr. GUTKNECHT) wish to be heard on 

the point of order? 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

FOSSELLA). Does the gentleman from 

Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) wish to be 

heard on the point of order? 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. I would like to 

offer advice to the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, 

clearly, listening to the debate now on 

this issue, it becomes clearer and clear-

er that the point of order is well taken. 

This is a debate about States’ rights. 

We have heard that. That belongs in 

the judiciary, not the agriculture, bill. 

Now, a lot of the arguments we have 

heard today I share the concern. I rep-

resent a lot of dairy farmers. They 

have had a lot of tough luck here the 

last several years. And we are all enti-

tled to our own opinions, but we are 

not entitled to our own facts. Let me 

just remind Members of a couple of im-

portant facts that have been under-

scored by independent consultants that 

have looked at this. 

The truth of the matter is we are los-

ing dairy farmers at about the same 

rate in States that are in the compact 

as those States who are not. Now, we 

have heard these arguments this morn-

ing. We continue to hear them. Well, 

the dairy compacts will increase the 

amount of net income for dairy farm-

ers, but it will not raise the price of 

milk; and it will not cost the taxpayers 

anything. Well, that sounds like the 

tooth fairy to me. The truth of the 

matter is, the only thing that we can 

honestly say that the dairy compacts 

have succeeded in doing is to divide the 

dairy farmers of the United States. 

That is a mistake. 

At the very time that we need to 

speak with one voice about dairy pol-

icy, we are speaking with different 

voices. We have the Northeast, we have 

the Southeast, we have the people in 

the Southwest, we have the Upper Mid-

west and we have California; and they 

are all speaking a different language. 

They are all suffering the same con-

sequence. We are losing too many dairy 

farmers. But creating these intrastate 

cartels makes no sense. 

In terms of advice to the Chair, the 

reason that the 13 colonies came to-

gether, one of the reasons they came 

together was to prevent this very kind 

of thing from happening, from allowing 
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one or two or several States to come 

together to gang up against the rest. 

One of the arguments the proponents 

forward is, well, we have 165 co-spon-

sors. Well, perhaps they can get even 

more States into their compact and 

they can get 300 cosponsors. That still 

does not make it right. The real issue 

is whether or not States ought to be 

able to come together to gang up on 

other States. 
The net result to the Upper Midwest 

ultimately will be is that we will be 

pinched further and further and fur-

ther. In Wisconsin and in Minnesota we 

are losing three to four dairy farmers 

every single day. And creating com-

pacts in the Northeast or the South-

west or the Southeast is not going to 

change that. It is going to make mat-

ters worse. So the only thing this ac-

complishes is it divides dairy farmers 

at the very time we ought to be speak-

ing with one voice. 
A couple of years ago our colleague 

from Wisconsin read the formula by 

which milk prices are set for our dairy 

farmers under the milk marketing 

order system. It is the most convoluted 

system in the world. And the problem 

with the northeast dairy compact is it 

makes it even worse. 
We ought to have national pooling. 

The cows in my district do not know 

where the milk comes from. The cows 

in my district do not know where the 

milk comes from or what it goes into. 

We have this unbelievable system in 

the United States right now. Creating 

compacts only makes it worse. It di-

vides dairy farmers. That is the reason 

the colonies came together, to prevent 

this kind of thing from happening. 
This amendment is not in order on 

this bill. Perhaps we should have the 

debate later, but let it work through 

the process in the Committee on the 

Judiciary.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

the gentleman from New York (Mr. 

HINCHEY) wish to be heard on the point 

of order? 
Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I do 

wish to be heard on the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized. 
Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, the as-

sertion has been made that the idea of 

establishing dairy compacts is not ger-

mane to the agricultural bill, the farm 

bill that is presently on the floor of 

this House and being debated here. In 

order to believe that, we would have to 

be prepared to believe that the dairy 

industry is not part of American agri-

culture; that farm bills ought not to 

address themselves to the dairy indus-

try; and that parts of the United States 

ought not to have the opportunity to 

participate, as they see fit, in the pro-

visions of agricultural law made by 

this Congress. That, on its face, is an 

absurd notion. 
The dairy compact ought to be recog-

nized in the context of this debate; and 

we ought to have an opportunity, all of 

us, to be heard on it, and there ought 

to be a vote on it on the floor this 

afternoon in the context of the debate 

on this bill. 
One of the escape hatches that the 

proponents of this theory have estab-

lished for themselves is the idea that 

this ought to be taken up not in the 

context of agricultural policy but it 

ought to be taken up by the Committee 

on the Judiciary as a matter of law 

under the jurisdiction of the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary. Well, some of 

us might be prepared to accept that if 

there was any possibility whatsoever 

that the Committee on the Judiciary 

in this House would address itself to 

this issue during the course of this 

Congress, but there has been no evi-

dence presented anywhere that the 

Committee on the Judiciary has any 

interest in taking up this bill. 
So what the proponents of the agri-

culture bill and the proponents of this 

point of order would have us believe is, 

first of all, that dairy policy has no 

place in the farm bill; and that, sec-

ondly, they want us to believe the 

myth that the Committee on the Judi-

ciary will take this issue up at some 

point in the future. Both of them are 

absurd. Both of them are false. There-

fore, this point of order ought to be 

ruled against, and we ought to allow 

this amendment to be debated here on 

the floor this afternoon in the context 

of this 10-year agricultural bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

the gentleman from New York (Mr. 

BOEHLERT) wish to be heard on the 

point of order? 
Mr. BOEHLERT. I wish to be heard 

on the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

would hope that the individual raising 

the point of order would accede to the 

very reasonable request advanced by 

our colleague, the gentleman from 

Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), that the point 

of order at least be temporarily with-

drawn so that we can discuss this issue 

in some detail on the floor. 
I think it is only fair and prudent 

that we request that the people’s House 

work the people’s will. The people’s 

House cannot work the people’s will if 

we have unyielding response from the 

committee of basic jurisdiction. And, 

believe me, I have the hardest time ex-

plaining to anyone why the dairy com-

pact legislation is not germane to the 

farm bill; that it is off on another com-

mittee, the Committee on the Judici-

ary. Hard time explaining that. People 

think that the farm bill should deal 

with farm matters, and I certainly 

agree.
The dairy compact will not cost the 

taxpayers a dime; not the Federal tax-

payers, not the State taxpayers. What 

it does is allow farmers to help them-

selves. It gets away from the command 

and control notion that Washington is 

the source of all wisdom and should 

regulate everything and places faith 

and the fate of dairy farmers in the 

hands of State governments and the 

farmers themselves. And let me tell my 

colleagues that I have a lot more con-

fidence in the farmers of America than 

I do a lot of bureaucrats in Wash-

ington, D.C. 
Over 25 States have already, by over-

whelming vote, approved legislation 

which has been then endorsed by each 

Governor, and it was not squeaky mar-

gins. The total vote was 5,405 for the 

dairy compacts and only 316 against. 

And then I have people come up and 

tell me, well, if Congress passes the 

dairy compact legislation, it is going 

to mean that the price of milk might 

go up. Well, if we do approve the dairy 

compact legislation, there might be a 

penny or two a gallon increase in the 

price of milk. But I tell my colleagues, 

we live in a town that takes a poll 

every nanosecond. We poll everything. 

And poll after poll proves conclusively 

that the American people are sympa-

thetic to the plight of the Nation’s 

dairy farmers and would be willing to 

accept a modest penny or two a gallon 

increase in the price of milk if they 

were convinced that the money went to 

the people who need it, the dairy farm-

ers themselves. 
In my own State of New York, we 

have lost 2,133 farms since 1995, and 

those were figures current only as of 

the first of this year. My friend from 

Wisconsin talks about the plight of his 

dairy farmers. Well, I can assure him 

the same thing holds true for the dairy 

farmers of New York. They are going 

out of business one after another. That 

just should not be. If we continue on 

this road, pretty soon we will see an 

American landscape with one after an-

other dairy farms out of business. We 

will have the concentration of all pro-

duction in the hands of a very few 

mega-corporate farms. And guess 

what? They will dictate the price to all 

of us. Katy, bar the door. We do not 

want that. 
And as a national security issue, and 

all of us are concerned about national 

security, particularly during these 

very difficult times, as a national secu-

rity issue we should keep the small 

family dairy farms in business. If my 

colleagues are concerned about urban 

sprawl, and boy, everybody tells us how 

concerned they are about urban sprawl, 

think of what we do if we allow the 

continued demise of the family farm 

and force the family farmers to sell to 

the developers. All of America will be 

developed.
Let me close with this thought. I 

have so much more that I could say, 

but I think it was said best by a Wis-

consin dairy farmer in the Nation’s 

leading dairy farm journal, Hoard’s 

Dairyman. He said, ‘‘Compacts are a 

good thing overall. Support,’’ he said, 
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‘‘our brother and sister dairy farmers 

in the northeast and encourage com-

pacts elsewhere. That is in the interest 

of fairness.’’ 
We are not pitting a few States 

against a few other States. We are 

opening up the door of opportunity for 

all the States to do as they wish. I 

would strongly urge the offerer of the 

point of order to rethink that conten-

tion. And perhaps in the interest of 

comity, as suggested by the gentleman 

from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), let us 

talk some more in the people’s House 

about the people’s will. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 

address the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-

tleman will confine his remarks to the 

point of order and is recognized. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

say that I think the Chair has been 

most generous in allowing Members to 

range beyond the focus of the point of 

order. Obviously, the point of order 

raised by the gentleman from Wis-

consin is correct, because the com-

mittee which is considering this legis-

lation does not have jurisdiction with 

respect to the issue of compacts. 

With respect to the question of hear-

ings, Mr. Chairman, I would point out 

that I find it quaint that somehow the 

gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-

SENBRENNER) is being questioned for 

the lack of hearings held by the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary, when in fact 

the entire compact arrangement was 

imposed on the country without ever 

having had a hearing in either House, 

and, in fact, without having a vote in 

this House. The history demonstrates 

that the only vote that occurred was in 

the other body, and the other body 

turned down the proposition of com-

pacts. Then somehow, through the 

process of immaculate conception, we 

wound up getting dairy compacts in a 

conference report in violation of the 

rules of both Houses. 

So it seems to me it is time to uphold 

the rule of the House. After that has 

been done, Mr. Chairman, then I would 

hope that we could bring the regions of 

the country together on this issue, as 

we are trying to bring all parties in 

this country together on a wide variety 

of issues in light of what happened the 

last 3 weeks. And I would hope that we 

could actively pursue some kind of a 

compromise on this issue. I know the 

gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-

ERS) has been working to try to develop 

a framework around which we might be 

able to achieve some regional together-

ness, for a change, which I think would 

be a healthy development. 
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Mr. Chairman, very clearly without 

getting into the merits of the issue, it 

was clear from the beginning when 

compacts were imposed on the country 

through an egregious violation of the 

rules of both Chambers, and right now 

it is clear under the rules of this House 

that this amendment is not germane; 

and, therefore, the gentleman’s point 

of order should stand. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington.) For what 

purpose does the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania rise? 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise to speak on the point 

of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized to speak on 

the point of order. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise to make the state-

ment that if milk marketing belongs in 

the Committee on the Judiciary, then 

missile defense belongs in the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. How many staff 

people on the Committee on the Judici-

ary know anything about agricultural 

marketing systems? 
There is nobody, and there should not 

be anybody. To use a stretch of the 

rules, to use a technicality to deprive 

this House of a debate of one of the 

most important farm issues facing this 

country is wrong. For this House not to 

have the right to debate this issue up 

or down is wrong. It is unfair. 
Just last week in response to a ter-

rorism act, we spent billions on Amer-

ican airlines to help them. This bill 

gives millions to corporate, rich farm-

ers to help them. An amendment yes-

terday that I supported that limited 

that help to $150,000, which is pretty 

sizable, was defeated. Wrongly, but it 

was defeated. 
The most important issue facing this 

country, dairy, what is in this bill to 

help it? Not a dime. Not a word. Not 

any guidance, and that is wrong. 
This House needs to debate agricul-

tural issues with the agricultural bills 

before this House, not in the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary. Dairy farmers 

are fighting for their life for a stable 

market, a stable market. It is the most 

wholesome natural food we have. I 

have a perspective that is different 

than most of my colleagues. I was a su-

permarket operator for 26 years. I sold 

food for a living. 
Mr. Chairman, I understand the food 

distribution system. And we have the 

safest system in the world; the most 

cost-effective system in the world; and 

we give the best, purest products to our 

people. When our people go to our su-

permarkets and come home, they have 

fresh products because we have the 

best system in the world. 
Yes, milk is very reasonable. You can 

buy it for $2.50 a gallon. It is often 

cheaper than soda which is flavoring, 

soda water, and sugar. Milk is often 

cheaper than the juice drinks which 

are a little bit of juice and a lot of 

water and sugar. 
Yes, when my colleagues go to con-

venience stores, they pay $1.90 for a 16- 

ounce or 20-ounce bottle of water. More 

expensive than milk. Can we not be put 

in the Committee on the Judiciary? 

Can we have this issue before us as part 

of the agricultural issue to develop a 

marketing system that is fair? That al-

lows our farmers to have a stable price. 
It is okay for the moment, but for 2 

years our dairy farmers produced milk 

at less than what it cost. For 2 years, 

not 2 months, not 3 months; and it has 

put thousands of them out of business. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact had a 

steadying effect upon farms with fewer 

farms lost in compact States after the 

initiation of the compact. 
A new policy is needed to address the 

complete failure of our current dairy 

policy. Dairy compact legislation has 

passed in 25 States. Dairy compacts re-

turn power to the States over fluid 

milk.
We must make sure that we allow a 

stable supply of milk and dairy prod-

ucts throughout this country, that we 

are not hauling them from coast to 

coast. We need regional dairy supplies, 

and the dairy compact legislation will 

allow us to work towards that. 
Consumers are not stuck with higher 

prices in compact States. OMB and 

others found that price surveys show 

that compact retail prices are more 

stable and not more expensive to the 

consumer. We just want a fair debate 

on an agricultural issue with the farm 

bill in front of us. 
I urge Mr. Chairman to rule that this 

issue stays before the Committee on 

Agriculture where it belongs. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. For 

what purpose does the gentlewoman 

from North Carolina rise? 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to speak on the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentlewoman is recognized to speak on 

the point of order. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to speak to the point of 

order, and also to say that we certainly 

can use a point of order when we want 

to.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania 

(Mr. PETERSON) discussed the incident 

where we considered the appropriation 

for aviation. That did not go through 

any committee. Members understood 

the urgency of waiving the point of 

order so we could respond to the ur-

gency of the airline industry. 
Well, I have come to say that the 

point of order should not stand in the 

way of us responding to the urgency of 

our dairy farmers. They have the same 

urgency. There needs to be some vote 

up or down. We should have a right to 

at least debate it. 
The whole issue, one of my col-

leagues said that this is unconstitu-

tional, that is a bogus argument. It has 

been tried in the State court of New 

York and the Federal courts, and they 

say the compact is constitutional. So 

the issue that we are putting together 

something that is going to bar trade 
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does not do that. It does not violate 

that trade barrier. 
Mr. Chairman, we need to find a way 

where agricultural issues that have the 

same urgency that the people of that 

industry suffer, just like the airline in-

dustry, at least we ought to be able to 

give them the right to discuss it. 
Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, when 

we have rules of the House that can de-

feat public debate, the Chair is re-

quired to ensure that the Chair has not 

stifled that debate by ensuring there 

will be full hearing in the House. Now, 

I do not know if that has been dis-

cussed. Have you inquired whether the 

Committee on the Judiciary plans to 

have a hearing any time in the next 14 

months?
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will rule on the point of order 

after hearing the arguments on the 

point of order. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, can I 

ask in the ruling on the point of order, 

if the point of order is going to be in-

sisted upon, there ought to be a cor-

responding responsibility that the 

Committee on the Judiciary will in-

deed have the obligation of hearing it? 

Can I ask that? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will rule on the germaneness 

point of order that has been raised by 

the gentleman from Wisconsin. The 

Chair will go no further than ruling on 

that point of order. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the 

germaneness is based on the House 

rule?
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rule 

after the Chair hears the arguments on 

the point of order. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. My point is that I do 

not know how the Chair can sustain a 

point of order based on the House rule 

that there is committee jurisdiction or 

there is exclusive jurisdiction unless 

the Chair is asserting that that par-

ticular committee that claims that ju-

risdiction plans to pursue that respon-

sible role. Otherwise, the Chair is part 

of the frustration in denying a full de-

bate on the issue. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will advise Members there has 

been a great deal of discussion regard-

ing the point of order. The Chair will 

listen to two more Members on the 

point of order, and then the Chair is 

prepared to rule having heard the argu-

ments.
The Chair will advise Members that 

they may stay after the ruling of the 

Chair and seek recognition to speak to 

their hearts’ content on the dairy issue 

regardless of the Chair’s ruling. 
For what purpose does the gentleman 

from New York rise? 
Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

wish to be heard on the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized. 
Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

serve on the Committee on Rules which 

has the responsibility of technically 

looking at claims of jurisdiction, 

waiving points of order, and other con-

siderations relative to the farm bill 

this year. 
We know that it is an open rule. We 

recognized that the chairman of the 

Committee on the Judiciary wrote a 

very clear cover letter on the history 

of jurisdiction and the judiciary re-

sponsibility over dairy compacts, and 

he stated that case in his letter. The 

Committee on Rules stood by that as 

no waivers or points of order were 

made on the legislation. 
So we have it before us today with a 

point of order that gets down to family 

farmers, not technical decisions of the 

House of Representatives. As some of 

my colleagues eloquently said before 

me, September 30 expired the North-

east Dairy Compact. Those farmers in 

the existing compact and those from 

my State that have the ability to make 

the drive into that compact no longer 

have the compact in existence. 
So when we look at jurisdiction and 

the aspect of respect of jurisdiction, 

particularly as this legislation has had 

that history since being referred there 

by the parliamentarian in the 1990s 

when the compact concept came before 

us, that is a tough thing to explain to 

my farmers in New York. 
Mr. Chairman, I represent the largest 

dairy-producing county in New York. I 

cannot tell them why I cannot get an 

up-or-down vote on farm policy that af-

fects their very livelihoods. In a 10- 

year period, the number of dairy farms 

in New York drastically dropped from 

13,887 to only 8,700, a loss of more than 

5,000 family farms. Though dairy farms 

are going out of business at a rate of 36 

percent a year. 
Compacts would help save the farm 

lands in rural communities, and the 

family farms need the assurance of sta-

ble milk prices which the compact pro-

vides. Dairy compacts will make cer-

tain that the bottom does not fall out 

on the dairy market. That has been the 

message of the tough deliberation on 

the concept of dairy compacts that 

were brought before the State, as Farm 

Bureaus, county by county decided to 

support it years ago. 
Today when we look at jurisdiction, 

which no one can explain back home 

why the farm bill will not allow with 

165 cosponsors of the legislation calling 

for dairy compacts throughout the 

country, if those States so desire, why 

there is not an up-or-down vote. 
Mr. Chairman, I implore the gen-

tleman who has raised the point of 

order that we look at the possibility of 

that happening today, and pleas from 

across the country; or, that we begin to 

look at when I can look my farmers in 

the eye in New York and tell them 

there will be a vote on the will of the 

Congress based on the dairy compact 

legislation. Either it will pass or it will 

not, so we know where we go from 

here. But not to have a vote, as the 

dairy compacts have expired on Sep-

tember 30, and find us today debating a 

farm bill on the 2nd day, and not hav-

ing the ability to use a commonsense 

approach of an up-or-down vote on the 

will of 165 cosponsors of this House, is 

something that no one can explain out-

side of the House of Representatives. 
Mr. Chairman, I implore consider-

ation if not today, tomorrow or the 

next day, but that we proceed with 

hearings and a vote of finality up or 

down on dairy compacts by this House. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. For 

what purpose does the gentleman from 

Maine rise? 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

speak to the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, the deci-

sion before the Chair on the point of 

order is vitally important. As the gen-

tleman from New York said, this will 

be tough to explain to people in Maine 

because I believe, as they believe, that 

the issue dealing with the dairy com-

pact has to be germane to the farm 

bill. Any other conclusion, it seems to 

me, is unexplainable. 

As the gentleman from New York 

just said, the Northeast Dairy Compact 

just expired on September 30. When 

that compact was created in 1997, the 

goal was to provide dairy farmers in 

the Northeast with some modicum of 

price stability and consumers in New 

England with some stability in retail 

milk prices. 

Mr. Chairman, 4 years later those 

goals have been achieved, and the com-

pact should be allowed to continue. 

What do I say to consumers in Maine, 

dairy farmers in Maine. Well, the dairy 

compact, the future of the dairy indus-

try in my home State of Maine is a 

matter that needs to go before the 

Committee on the Judiciary where 

there is not the expertise to deal with 

it. That will not wash. That will not 

wash in Maine, and it will not wash 

anywhere in the Northeast. 
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Ray and Tina Ellsworth in Sabattus, 

Maine wrote to my office just last 

week, saying that without the dairy 

compact, they will not be able to afford 

to milk their cows. What do I tell Ray 

and Tina Ellsworth? ‘‘Well, this is a 

matter that needs to go to the Judici-

ary Committee. They don’t have the 

expertise on the Judiciary Committee. 

The expertise is on the Agriculture 

Committee.’’ But somehow they will 

not understand that kind of reasoning. 

Maine consumers have very simple 

requests. They want a reliable source 

of fresh milk, and the dairy compact 

makes that possible. The dairy com-

pact protects farmers. It costs tax-

payers nothing. It does not lead to 

overproduction of milk. This is a case 

where we have been able, through the 
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compact in the Northeast, to satisfy 

our dairy farmers, to protect our con-

sumers and provide stability. 
The last thing I would say is, well, 

two things. First of all, the desire for 

dairy compacts around the country is 

well known. Twenty-five States have 

passed legislation. This is a direction 

that makes sense for farmers and for 

consumers. But in the State of Maine, 

we have got our potato industry, which 

is smaller than it used to be. The 

chicken farms are all gone. We have 

got some roadside stands. Agriculture 

in Maine outside of potatoes has al-

most everything to do with dairy. That 

is all we have got, 460 dairy farms. 

That is it. If we lose this dairy com-

pact, those farms are in severe jeop-

ardy. They probably, most of them, 

will not be able to continue. And it is 

a travesty for us not to be able to come 

to the floor of this House and have a 

vote, up or down, across the country on 

this issue. 
Mr. Chairman, you have the matter 

before you, but I urge you to reject the 

point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair 

has heard the entire argument and is 

prepared to rule. The debate on the 

merits of the point of order has been 

going on now for nearly an hour, and so 

the Chair is prepared to rule. But the 

Chair would also remind Members that 

under the rules providing for consider-

ation of this bill, Members can speak 

under the 5-minute rule on the merits 

of dairy compacts after the point of 

order has been dispensed with. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin raises 

a point of order that the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania is not germane. 
The bill, H.R. 2646, is a comprehen-

sive agriculture bill. It addresses pro-

grams covering nearly all of the sub-

ject matters within the jurisdiction of 

the Committee on Agriculture. In addi-

tion to a comprehensive treatment of 

agricultural law, it also addresses the 

subject matters of human nutrition, 

forestry, and rural development, mat-

ters within the jurisdiction of the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. H.R. 2646 was 

referred to and reported by the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. It also amends 

programs addressing the foreign dis-

tribution of agricultural commodities, 

a matter specifically excepted from the 

jurisdictional statement of the Com-

mittee on Agriculture in rule X. On 

this basis, the bill was sequentially re-

ferred to and reported by the Com-

mittee on International Relations. 
The amendment would place addi-

tional terms on an existing dairy com-

pact and provide the consent of Con-

gress to three new compacts. As stated 

in clause 1(k) of rule X, ‘‘Interstate 

compacts generally’’ fall within the ju-

risdiction of the Committee on the Ju-

diciary. The jurisdictional origin of the 

compact is traced to the Constitution. 

Article 1, section 10, clause 3, of the 

United States Constitution provides 

that ‘‘no State shall, without the con-

sent of Congress, enter into any agree-

ment or compact with another State, 

or with a foreign power.’’ Congress’ 

consent is required in order to prevent 

interstate agreements and compacts 

from harming nonparty States or con-

flicting with Federal law or Federal in-

terests. The Chair would note that a 

bill in this Congress, H.R. 1827, had 

similar text to the amendment and was 

referred solely to the Committee on 

the Judiciary. 
Clause 7 of rule XVI, the germane-

ness rule, provides that no proposition 

on a ‘‘subject different that from that 

under consideration shall be admitted 

under color of amendment.’’ One of the 

central tenets of the germaneness rule 

is that an amendment should be within 

the jurisdiction of the committee re-

porting the bill. This principle is re-

corded on page 682 of the House Rules 

and Manual. This principle is not the 

exclusive test of germaneness where 

the proposition being amended con-

tains provisions so comprehensive, 

through amendments to other laws, as 

to overlap several committees’ juris-

dictions. The Chair would note a rel-

evant precedent. 
On October 8, 1985, the Committee of 

the Whole was considering an omnibus 

agriculture bill that included provi-

sions that were added by floor amend-

ments amending other laws within the 

jurisdiction of the Committees of En-

ergy and Commerce, Merchant Marine 

and Fisheries, Ways and Means, and 

Foreign Affairs. The Chair held that an 

amendment conditioning eligibility in 

price support and payment programs 

upon furnishing agricultural employees 

with certain labor protections, within 

the jurisdiction of the Committee on 

Education and Labor, was germane. 

This precedent is memorialized in 

Deschler-Brown Precedents, volume 10, 

chapter 28, section 4.67. 
While the pending bill is a com-

prehensive agriculture bill, it does not 

amend laws within the jurisdiction of 

several committees, as was the case 

with the 1985 precedent. 
The amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania falls outside 

the jurisdictions reported in the pend-

ing text. The Chair finds that the 

sweep of those jurisdictions, those of 

the Committee on Agriculture and the 

Committee on International Relations, 

is not so broad as to render that test of 

germaneness invalid. 
The Chair therefore holds that the 

amendment is not germane. The point 

of order is sustained. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to speak to 

this issue. I do not have a dog in this 

fight on dairy farmers, but it is about 

the rightness. It is about the rightness 

to allow a vote in the People’s House. 

The chairman of Judiciary is against 
dairy compacts. It is ridiculous. That 
is why they want it referred there, be-
cause it will never see the light of day 
in Judiciary. He will kill it and stop 
this body from having a fair vote on 
the issue. 

The same issue happened with H.R. 
218. We had 372 votes in this House on 
both sides of the aisle and the chair-
man is opposed to that and he killed it. 
He fired one of his staffers because 
they brought it up. And even yesterday 
in a mark, let me be careful in my 
words, members of his own committee 
were strongly told not to offer the 
amendment.

That is wrong, Mr. Chairman. For 
one person, one chairman, to have that 
power to stop the people’s will, either 
on H.R. 218 or this dairy compact, is 
wrong. I will sign, which I oppose most 
of the time, a discharge petition to 
bring it up just to bring a vote to this 
floor.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

I rise in strong support, too, of the 
Sherwood-Etheridge-McHugh amend-
ment. I am proud to discuss this mat-
ter because it needs to be voted on, 
dairy compacts, on this House floor. 

This amendment reauthorizes a pro-
gram that works, one that benefits 
farmers and consumers alike. I have 
heard a lot of talk how it has not 
worked in some parts of the country, 
but according to all my facts, it has 
worked in the northeastern United 
States and we need it in the southeast. 
It does not cost taxpayers anything. 
Payments to support dairy producers 
in times of need come from the milk 
market itself and outside of the com-
pact support themselves. 

From the Northeast Dairy Compact, 
we have learned that a compact among 
dairy producers will not cause over-
production. We know that rural Amer-
ica is going broke today, and we know 
that rural America in Mississippi and 
especially our agriculture community 
is going out of business. A southeast 
dairy compact could help keep our 
farmers in business. 

We have also learned from compacts 

that they do not increase prices for the 

American consumer. For example, 

while the Northeast Dairy Compact 

provides a safety net for milk pro-

ducers, the compact is required by its 

charter to see that retail milk prices 

do not increase disproportionately. 

Studies also show that the compact 

does not create a trade barrier or 

hinder trade of products from other 

parts of the country. In fact, in the 

Northeast Dairy Compact, trade in-

creased by 7 percent after 1 year. 
Finally, the compact does not affect 

Federal programs for the poor. In fact, 

the compact commission, by law, reim-

burses the most important Federal nu-

trition programs. 
Let us reauthorize a system that 

works and allow other States to join 
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together to stabilize the dairy farmer, 

dairy industry and protect the Amer-

ican consumers. Farmers and commu-

nities like Walthall County and 

Tylertown, Mississippi need this legis-

lation. In Mississippi, we had 700 dairy 

farmers 6 years ago. Now we are down 

to 300. This compact will help keep 

them in business. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise, too, in strong 

support of the dairy compact concept, 

the freestanding bill, this amendment 

which had been offered on the agricul-

tural bill, the farm bill. The opposition 

to the dairy compact clearly had the 

right to bring their point of order, and 

they did that and they did it success-

fully. But we just do not all have 

rights, we have responsibilities, too. 

They have a responsibility, and this 

whole body has a responsibility, to face 

and debate and vote on an issue which 

is so important to so many American 

communities.
This compact legislation has existed 

for some time with very significant bi-

partisan support. It goes to the heart, 

the backbone of so many communities, 

in the Northeast where there has been 

a compact, in the Southeast, my part 

of the world, where we desire a com-

pact, and other parts of the United 

States. Yet any vote, any vote whatso-

ever on the entire concept, has been 

blocked time and time again through 

procedural hurdles and often the will of 

single individuals. So we can talk 

about rights and points of order, but we 

also must talk about responsibilities. 

It is all of our responsibility and it is 

the responsibility of this body to act 

and vote on this issue of vital impor-

tance.
In Louisiana, which I represent, 

dairy farmers are going out of business 

every week. About 80 percent of all 

dairies in the State are in my part of 

the State in my district. And every 

week they are going out of business. 

They are going out of business because 

of the extreme volatility at times of 

milk prices. What the compact is de-

signed, very well designed, to do is sta-

bilize, do away with those huge peaks 

and valleys, stabilize that lay of the 

land, not as we so often do in the area 

of agriculture with buckets of taxpayer 

dollars, but within the milk industry 

itself. And this is not some wild the-

ory, some wild model. This is a plan 

that has successfully been put in place 

specifically in the Northeast. 
We have concrete and specific history 

and record to go on. And what is that 

history? It is not some dramatic in-

crease in milk prices. It is either a 

modest, slight increase or no increase 

at all, because the price of milk in Bos-

ton is lower significantly than in many 

other parts of the country. 
So this can work. This can help dairy 

stabilize their future. This can do all of 

that without giving any shock to con-

sumers. And it is needed, not just by 

dairies but by communities, because 

the dairies, because the agricultural 

part of those communities are often 

the backbone, the spirit of those com-

munities, in the Northeast, in the 

Southeast and elsewhere around the 

country.
Let me end where I began, by asking 

those opponents of the dairy compact 

to not just consider their rights to a 

point of order or anything else but to 

join us as we all consider our respon-

sibilities. We have a responsibility to 

debate this issue, and we have a re-

sponsibility to have a vote on this 

issue. We need that vote. We need that 

debate. We cannot simply go on forever 

and never have any vote on the issue. 

That is just flat out ridiculous when 

there is such wide, significant and bi-

partisan support for this significant 

legislation.
Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot 

from representatives who clearly are 

articulating with great passion for 

their own constituents, their own 

farming constituents. But make no 

mistake about it, if you utilize this 

tool, these interstate dairy compacts, 

to help your farmers, you are hurting 

the ones I represent. And any extension 

or further expansion of dairy compacts 

will hurt the farmers I represent even 

more.
We must find a dairy policy that 

helps all dairy farmers in this country, 

not just regional interstate dairy com-

pacts that help some. 
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There are hard-working Members of 

this Congress who are seeking to do 

that. I hope that we will have a debate 

later on a germane amendment to this 

bill that seeks to do precisely that. 

But, unfortunately, the reason this was 

not germane is because we are using a 

very archaic tool in the form of inter-

state dairy compacts in order to 

achieve something that should be 

achieved in another manner, a way to 

help all dairy farmers. 

I serve on the Committee on the Ju-

diciary and its Subcommittee on Com-

mercial and Administrative Law, and I 

wanted to respond to the comment 

that there might not be the sufficient 

expertise on that committee to deal 

with this issue. The gentleman who 

just spoke from Louisiana and myself 

both represent dairy farmers. We both 

sit on that subcommittee and sat on it 

last year when we spent almost 7 hours 

dealing with this issue in markup and 

debate. The committee has dealt with 

this issue. 

As to those who have made com-

ments about the necessity for a debate 

and a fair vote on this floor on the 

compacts, I just want to remind you 

how we got compacts in the first place, 

because my constituents never got a 

fair debate or a fair vote when com-
pacts were first approved. When it was 
stuck into a conference committee re-
port in the middle of the night, that 
issue was never debated on this floor; it 
never got a vote. My constituents have 
suffered from the results of that. 

I feel I have a responsibility to them, 
and I take that responsibility very se-
riously. We have got to find another 
way to help all dairy farmers and the 
dairy industry in these United States, 
other than interstate compacts. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
pay a compliment to the chairman of 
the full committee, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST), and the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). They found 
themselves in a very difficult position 
on this issue in that they do not have 
technical jurisdiction; and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST),
from my personal perspective, was very 
gracious in bringing some of us in and 
trying to work a way through this very 
difficult question and one over which, 
as the Chair has so, may I say, Mr. 
Chairman, eloquently and very thor-
oughly reviewed and ruled on the tech-
nicality of germaneness. 

But I want to associate myself with 
the words of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana, who spoke at this very podium 
a few moments ago with respect to the 
great difference between technical 
rights and responsibilities. Several 
Members today, including the gentle-
woman who preceded me, have spoken 
accurately about the fact that the cur-
rent compact came about in ways 
which, in their perspective, was not ad-
herent to the normal practices of this 
Congress, certainly this House. As I 
said before the Committee on Rules not 
so many hours ago, that is an issue on 
which we all agree. 

I have been involved with the com-
pact since my days in the State senate 
in 1985, where I was fortunate enough, 
from my perspective, to have the op-
portunity to help write the first 
version of that; and I can tell you that 
I have no joy in the fact that the 
Northeast Compact exists as it does 
today through the process that was fol-
lowed.

But I would say to the gentlewoman, 
and I would say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
who also accurately noted the process 
to create this dairy compact, how can 
you say and complain about no debate, 
and then act very deliberately today to 
prevent the debate? 

There are a lot of things that are 
points of disagreement on merits. We 
have heard a lot of, as I have heard so 
many times in the past, Mr. Chairman, 
claims that are laid as fact that are 

simply untrue; claims of effects on con-

sumers, where reports from OMB, re-

ports from the USDA, reports from var-

ious ACNielsen scanner data, and on 
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and on and on, have rejected those ar-

guments. We have heard about con-

sumer impacts that are certainly and 

without question unfounded, and on 

and on and on. 
As much as I would not just welcome, 

I would relish the chance to engage in 

a debate on those merits so we can lay 

out the facts and let Members decide to 

vote as they will, we are precluded 

again this day. 
Speaking now as more of a plea, Mr. 

Chairman, I take no joy as well in the 

very fact that, as has been related here 

today, and giving credit to the gentle-

woman from Wisconsin about the pain 

that dairy farmers are feeling across 

this Nation, including her State and 

her region, and, as I have been saying 

on the floor of this House now for at 

least the past 4 years, I very much 

want to work with any Member to try 

to do everything we can to help all 

dairy farmers, because they are alike, 

they are hard-working individuals, 

they need assistance, and, frankly, we 

need to help them, because they help 

us so much. 
But the inability for those of us to 

have the opportunity on the floor of 

the people’s House for just a debate and 

just an honest, open vote to decide this 

issue, creates frustration that I doubt 

few can truly comprehend. 
It is with great sadness I stand here 

today, Mr. Chairman, but with no ani-

mosity, and, again, with a plea to those 

who are in a position to effect a change 

in the developments of this day, that 

we be provided that opportunity as 

Members rightfully elected from our 

individual districts. 
In closing, again, a word of apprecia-

tion and friendship to the chairman 

and the ranking member. 

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MS. EDDIE

BERNICE JOHNSON OF TEXAS

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-

ment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. EDDIE BERNICE

JOHNSON of Texas: 

At the end of Subtitle C of title VII (page 

313, after line 10), insert the following new 

section:

SEC. ll. AGRICULTURAL BIOTECHNOLOGY RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOR 
THE DEVELOPING WORLD. 

(a) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of Ag-

riculture shall establish a program to award 

grants to entities described in subsection (b) 

for the development of agricultural bio-

technology with respect to the developing 

world. The Secretary shall administer and 

oversee the program through the Foreign 

Agricultural Service of the Department of 

Agriculture.

(b) PARTNERSHIPS.—(1) In order to be eligi-

ble to receive a grant under this section, the 

grantee must be a participating institution 

of higher education, a nonprofit organiza-

tion, or consortium of for profit institutions 

with in-country agricultural research insti-
tutions.

(2) A participating institution of higher 
education shall be an historically black or 
land-grant college or university, an Hispanic 
serving institution, or a tribal college or uni-
versity that has agriculture or the bio-
sciences in its curricula. 

(c) COMPETITIVE AWARD.—Grants shall be 
awarded under this section on a merit-re-
viewed competitive basis. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—The activities for 
which the grant funds may be expended in-
clude the following: 

(1) Enhancing the nutritional content of 

agricultural products that can be grown in 

the developing world to address malnutrition 

through biotechnology. 

(2) Increasing the yield and safety of agri-

cultural products that can be grown in the 

developing world through biotechnology. 

(3) Increasing through biotechnology the 

yield of agricultural products that can be 

grown in the developing world that are 

drought and stress-resistant. 

(4) Extending the growing range of crops 

that can be grown in the developing world 

through biotechnology. 

(5) Enhancing the shelf-life of fruits and 

vegetables grown in the developing world 

through biotechnology. 

(6) Developing environmentally sustain-

able agricultural products through bio-

technology.

(7) Developing vaccines to immunize 

against life-threatening illnesses and other 

medications that can be administered by 

consuming genetically engineered agricul-

tural products. 
(e) FUNDING SOURCE.—Of the funds depos-

ited in the Treasury account known as the 
Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food 
Systems on October 1, 2003, and each October 
1 thereafter through October 1, 2007, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall use $5,000,000 dur-
ing each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008 to 

carry out this section. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer 
this amendment for myself, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE),
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WATSON) to encourage research 
and development of agriculture bio-
technology with respect to the devel-
oping world. 

Agricultural biotechnology offers in-
novative solutions to some of the most 
intractable problems facing the devel-
oping world, such as hunger, malnutri-
tion and disease. Many of us are famil-
iar with the newly developed strain of 
golden rice that was developed by plant 
scientists to have increased vitamin A 
and iron content. Vitamin A deficiency 
causes more than 1 million childhood 
deaths each year, and is the single 
most prevalent cause of blindness 
among children in the developing 
world.

Golden rice is only the beginning of 
the potential benefits of biotechnology 
for the developing world. Bio-
technology can help developing coun-
tries produce higher crop yields while 
using fewer pesticides and herbicides, 
and can also promote sustainable agri-
culture, leading to food and economic 
security. By increasing crop yields, the 
amount of land that needs to be farmed 
is reduced. 

Biotechnology can also improve the 

health of citizens of developing coun-

tries by combatting illness. Substan-

tial progress has been made in the de-

veloped world on vaccines against life- 

threatening illnesses; but unfortu-

nately, infrastructure limitations often 

hinder the effectiveness of traditional 

vaccination methods in some parts of 

the developing words. For example, 

many vaccines must be kept refrig-

erated until they are injected. Even if 

a health clinic has electricity and is 

able to deliver effective vaccines, the 

cost of multiple needles can hinder 

vaccination efforts. Additionally, the 

improper use of hypodermic needles 

can spread HIV, the virus that causes 

AIDS. Biotechnology offers a prospect 

of orally delivering vaccines to immu-

nize against life-threatening illnesses 

through agriculture products in a safe 

and effective manner. 
Because of the immense potential of 

agriculture biotechnology to help solve 

some of the developing world’s most se-

rious problems, I am offering this 

amendment that will establish a grant 

program under the Secretary of Agri-

culture to encourage research and de-

velopment of agriculture bio-

technology with respect to the devel-

oping world. 
The amendment calls for $5 million 

per year for 5 years, beginning in fiscal 

year 2004. Eligible grant recipients in-

clude historically black colleges and 

land grant colleges or universities, His-

panic serving institutions, and tribal 

colleges and universities. Nonprofit or-

ganizations and a consortia of for-prof-

it institutions with in-country re-

search institutions are also eligible. 

Grants will be awarded on a competi-

tive merit-reviewed basis. 
I feel that this effort will go a long 

way in helping to provide food in an 

independent manner for our developing 

countries, as well as combatting dis-

ease.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 

Texas.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentlewoman yielding, and 

I appreciate her leadership on this ex-

tremely important issue. 
Certainly agricultural biotechnology, 

such as golden rice, which is a product 

with enhanced vitamin A, already is 

being used to solve problems of child-

hood blindness among cultures whose 

diets are heavily dependent upon rice 

but would normally be deficient in this 

important vitamin; and I think this is 

just one example of some of the bene-

fits that can come from biotechnology. 
As I believe our staffs have discussed, 

there are some technical issues regard-

ing the structure of the amendment 

which we would like to work with the 

gentlewoman on as we proceed through 

conference. The gentlewoman has been 
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very agreeable to do that, and I appre-
ciate that. 

I will just say that the committee is 
prepared to accept the amendment. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my 
time, I thank the gentleman very 
much, and thanks also to the ranking 
member for his hard work on this bill. 
I ask for support for this measure. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to go 
back to the dairy compact. I do want 
to talk about the sadness that I feel 
about what has happened to the North-
east area compact. I understand the 
ruling, and we were pretty sure before 
we got here that it was going to be 
ruled out of order. But I do nonetheless 
want to strongly express my support 
for this amendment. 

It seems that the Congress giveth 
and the Congress taketh away; and 
once again, the dairy farmers that I 
have been working with in the 15 years 
I have been here are going to be in seri-
ous trouble once again. 

The dairy compact has been instru-
mental in helping dairy farmers not 
only in New York. We are not selfish 
enough to ask for anything just for 
ourselves. But it helps people across 
the country, because all they do is es-
tablish a minimum safety net price to 
be paid to dairy producers on Class I 
milk only. 

Just as milk does the body good, the 
dairy compact does the economy and 
the dairy farmer good. Dairy is impor-

tant to the entire Northeast and the 

rest of the country because of the eco-

nomic contributions it makes, both in 

dollars and jobs. Without the North-

east Dairy Compact, thousands of dairy 

farmers will be forced out of business 

and consumers will suffer increased 

prices as a reflection of the forced 

transportation costs. 
In addition to helping family farmers 

stay afloat, the Northeast Dairy Com-

pact has helped save farmland that 

would have normally been lost to 

urban sprawl. For many of us, there is 

nothing more heart breaking than see-

ing wonderful farmland and dairyland 

going under the bulldozer. As a sign of 

odd bedfellows, both dairy farmers and 

environmentalists have come together 

to support dairy compacts. 
Again, I am proud to join my North-

east colleagues in support of not only 

continuing the Northeast dairy com-

pact, but expanding it. 
Ms. WATSON of California. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the Johnson-Payne-Watson 
amendment to H.R. 2646 the ‘‘Farm Bill’’. This 
amendment establishes a grant program 
under the Secretary of Agriculture to support 
research and development of American pro-
grams in agricultural biotechnology. Informa-
tion provided by these programs can address 
the food and economic needs of the devel-
oping world. 

Biotechnology can help developing countries 
produce higher crop yields while using fewer 

pesticides and herbicides. Biotechnology can 
also promote sustainable agriculture, leading 
to food and economic security. Biotechnology 
offers the prospect of delivering vaccines to 
immunize against life-threatening illnesses 
through agricultural products in a safe and ef-
fective manner. Advances in biotechnology 
can overcome the infrastructure and cost limi-
tations faced by traditional vaccination meth-
ods in the developing world. 

One obstacle for biotechnology in the devel-
oping world is the capacity of scientific organi-
zations and public funding for agricultural re-
search. For example, Africa’s crop production 
is the lowest in the world. 200 million people 
on the African continent alone are chronically 
malnourished. Increased funding for inter-
national programs from the United States 
would have a great impact on the problem. El-
igible grant recipients include historically black 
colleges and universities, land grant colleges, 
Hispanic-serving institutions, and tribal col-
leges, or universities. Non-profit, for profit, and 
other in-country agricultural research centers 
are also eligible. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage my colleagues to 
vote for vitamin-enhanced foods, higher in pro-
tein, fruits and vegetables with longer shelf 
lives, reduced rate of habitat destruction, in-
creased crop yields and sustainable agri-
culture. These are just a few benefits that 
would result from the $5 million per for 5 
years, beginning in fiscal year 2004. Vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the Johnson-Payne-Watson Amend-
ment to H.R. 2646. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there any Member that wishes to speak 

on the amendment of the gentlewoman 

from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-

SON)?
If not, the question is on the amend-

ment offered by the gentlewoman from 

Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON).
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I have a comment 

about the dairy compact. The dairy 

compact should be extended during the 

renegotiation of the process while we 

deal with the issues of stabilizing the 

infrastructure, the important infra-

structure, that supports not only the 

dairy industry at large, but, more im-

portantly, the farm, the dairy farm, in 

many places where you find it around 

the diverse landscape of this Nation. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

b 1315

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding and for 

speaking in favor of the Northeast 

Dairy Compact. 
I rise today also in support of the 

compact for a number of reasons. As I 

stand here today, approximately 11 

years after offering my first amend-

ment as a Member of Congress to the 

1990 Farm Bill, a dairy provision, I 

never envisioned that it would be this 

difficult to get a vote on an issue of 

such great importance to the farmers 

not only of my district, but throughout 

the country. 

As many of my colleagues wait in an-
ticipation of an up-or-down vote on the 
extension and expansion of the North-
east Dairy Compact, I recall it has 
been almost 2 years now since I stood 
in this Chamber and announced my op-
position to the agriculture appropria-
tions bill, a committee of which I am a 
member. At the same time, we had as-
surances all the way along through 
subcommittee, full committee, and 
then going into conference, that we 
would be able to address the dairy 
issue; but unfortunately, that was de-
nied us also. In fact, the conference 
never actually concluded its work. We 
did not even have the opportunity to 
offer amendments or to debate these 
critical issues. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
pointed out, I did offer an amendment 
in the 2002 Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee but withdrew it at the 
request of the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BONILLA), in hopes of getting con-
sideration of the bill in the Committee 
on the Judiciary. The Committee on 
the Judiciary has objected to this 
amendment and have claimed jurisdic-
tion, and they have said it is not ger-
mane. If it is the responsibility of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, why do 
they offer to hold no hearings? Why did 
they propose no legislation? Why did 
they let the clock run out? Why did 
they let the clock run out not only on 
the dairy compact, but on thousands of 
farmers all over the country? The 
clock is also running out on my New 
York dairy farmers. In just 5 years, we 
have gone from 10,000 to just over 7,000 
dairy farms. 

As many of my colleagues will point 
out today, dairy compacts are the best 
available safety net for producers of 
class 1 drinking milk. They are gov-
erned by a commission of consumers 
and processors and farmers to ensure a 
fresh local supply and a fair price. 

I think the biggest benefit of com-
pacts is they do not cost the taxpayer 
one single dollar. Payments come from 
the milk market, they are counter-
cyclical, and are made to farmers only 
when the prices fall below the mar-
keting order price. 

We should recognize the initiative of 
25 States who voted to authorize dairy 
compacts for their farmers and for 
their consumers at no expense to the 
Federal Government. We should em-
brace their reactions and continue a 
program that returned $140 million in 
over-order payments since its inception 
to farmers in the Northeast. 

Many factors cause farmers to go out 
of business, including health, lack of 
interested parties to continue the busi-
ness, nonstop work schedule, or land 
development opportunities. By pro-
viding a more livable income, the com-
pact addresses one factor, among many 
others, that encourages farmers to 
keep farming. For farmers able, will-
ing, and interested in continuing dairy 
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farming, compacts provide a reliable 

source of assistance. This is critical as 

dairy farmers are key components to 

the survival of our rural communities. 
Again, I want to thank the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHER-

WOOD) and the rest of the forces on this 

Congress from across the country who 

have risen to support the dairy com-

pact.
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I did not speak to the 

discussion of the point of order, and I 

commend my colleagues who did get up 

and speak for so doing. We did know 

what the ruling was going to be, but 

nevertheless, the discussion was criti-

cally important. To think that a dairy 

compact could not be discussed in the 

context of this bill really has no de-

scription. I think we understand why 

this came about, and it really is dis-

couraging in the sense that this is the 

people’s House. As far as I understand, 

dairy farmers around the country 

make up the population of the United 

States. They are the people and they 

ought to have an opportunity to have 

their interests, their concerns, their 

frustrations, their livelihood, their eco-

nomics discussed in this body. 
In terms of my own State of Con-

necticut, this compact is vital. It is 

vital to the existence of our dairy 

farms, each one of them a small family 

farm. And, like others who have spoken 

here this afternoon, this is vital to a 

way of life that is being jeopardized. 
The compact serves as a safety net 

for these dairy farmers by maintaining 

stable milk prices for them over the 

course of a year. In the year 2000, it re-

turned $4.8 million in income back to 

Connecticut’s farmers. This is an aver-

age of about $21,000 per farmer. These 

dollars are helped to reverse a serious, 

long-term trend in my State: the loss 

of family farms. 
Since the compact, there has been no 

overproduction in New England. In 

fact, there has been a decrease in milk 

production, whereas other parts of the 

country have witnessed dramatic in-

creases. Over 99 percent of CCC pur-

chases of surplus dairy products came 

from the Midwest and the West. 
The compact costs the taxpayer 

nothing, as my colleagues have pointed 

out. Payments come from the milk 

market and are only made to farmers 

when the compact commission price is 

below the Federal milk marketing 

price. So, in most months, farmers do 

not receive compact payments. 
I would just say to my colleagues, it 

is truly unfortunate when, in this body, 

we cannot discuss an issue that is of 

grave concern to farmers in this coun-

try. The dairy farmers are part of this 

effort. We have today excluded them 

from the opportunity to have their eco-

nomic crisis defended when just about 

every other economic crisis of any 

group in this Nation gets a hearing, 

gets time on the floor, and gets sub-

stantial quantities of money to make 

themselves whole. Shame on this 

House for ignoring this country’s dairy 

farmers.
Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-

BEST) and the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. STENHOLM) for their consideration 

here today. I would like to thank my 20 

colleagues that have spoken on behalf 

of dairy compacts. We have shown that 

they are good for jobs, they are good 

for the rural economy, they are good 

for the environment, because we know 

that when that milk production is 

spread out across the country, instead 

of in great cattle-feeding operations, it 

is spread out across the country, it is 

good for the environment. We know it 

is good for food safety, and it is a weap-

on against bioterrorism, because when 

the food supply is spread out close to 

the consuming public and not in one lo-

cation or two locations across the 

country, we are much more flexible. 
This is an issue whose time has come. 

The New England dairy compact has 

been an experiment that worked and it 

has proven to us it worked. Believe me, 

I am not a theorist. I am a hard-nosed 

businessman that was in business for 30 

years before I came to this Chamber, 

and I do not believe in theory, I believe 

in practice. 
The New England dairy compact has 

worked. We have shown that there are 

overwhelmingly 25 State legislatures 

that want this. We have cosponsors, 165 

of them, from 30 States in the Nation. 

The time has come that we need to get 

around the procedural rules of this 

House that make ridiculous statements 

that milk and farm issues are not on 

the farm bill, they are on the judiciary 

bill. We need to revisit some of these 

things. We need to show the United 

States of America and our hardworking 

farmers that we are interested in what 

they do and we are interested in a 

strong, fresh, stable supply of drinking 

milk. It is time to bring this issue to a 

head.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. BOEH-

LERT:
Strike title II and insert the following: 

TITLE II—CONSERVATION 
Subtitle A—Farm and Ranch Preservation 

SEC. 201. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 
Section 388 of the Federal Agriculture Im-

provement and Reform Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 

3830 note) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 388. FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The

Secretary of Agriculture (in this section re-

ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall carry out 

a farmland protection program for the pur-

pose of protecting farm and ranch lands with 

prime, unique, or other productive uses and 

agricultural lands that contain historic or 

archaeological resources, by limiting the 

nonagricultural uses of the lands. Under the 

program, the Secretary may provide match-

ing grants to eligible entities described in 

subsection (d) to facilitate their purchase 

of—

‘‘(1) permanent conservation easements in 

such lands; or 

‘‘(2) conservation easements or other inter-

ests in such lands when the lands are subject 

to a pending offer from a State or local gov-

ernment.

‘‘(b) CONSERVATION PLAN.—Any highly 

erodible land for which a conservation ease-

ment or other interest is purchased using 

funds made available under this section shall 

be subject to the requirements of a conserva-

tion plan that requires, at the option of the 

Secretary of Agriculture, the conversion of 

the cropland to less intensive uses. 

‘‘(c) MAXIMUM FEDERAL SHARE.—The Fed-

eral share of the cost of purchasing a con-

servation easement under subsection (a)(1) 

may not exceed 50 percent of the total cost 

of purchasing the easement. 

‘‘(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—In this 

section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means any 

of the following: 

‘‘(1) An agency of a State or local govern-

ment.

‘‘(2) A federally recognized Indian tribe. 

‘‘(3) Any organization that is organized for, 

and at all times since its formation has been 

operated principally for, 1 or more of the 

conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 

(ii), or (iii) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and— 

‘‘(A) is described in section 501(c)(3) of the 

Code;

‘‘(B) is exempt from taxation under section 

501(a) of the Code; and 

‘‘(C) is described in paragraph (2) of section 

509(a) of the Code, or paragraph (3) of such 

section, but is controlled by an organization 

described in paragraph (2) of such section. 

‘‘(e) GRANT FACTORS.—Among the factors 

the Secretary shall consider in making 

grants under this section, the Secretary 

shall consider the extent to which States are 

encouraging or adopting measures to protect 

farmland and ranchland from conversion to 

non-agricultural uses. 

‘‘(f) TITLE; ENFORCEMENT.—An eligible en-

tity may hold title to a conservation ease-

ment purchased using grant funds provided 

under subsection (a)(1) and enforce the con-

servation requirements of the easement. 

‘‘(g) STATE CERTIFICATION.—As a condition 

of the receipt by an eligible entity of a grant 

under subsection (a)(1), the attorney general 

of the State in which the conservation ease-

ment is to be purchased using the grant 

funds shall certify that the conservation 

easement to be purchased is in a form that is 

sufficient, under the laws of the State, to 

achieve the purposes of the farmland protec-

tion program and the terms and conditions 

of the grant. 

‘‘(h) FUNDING.—

‘‘(1) USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

FUNDS.—The Secretary shall use not more 

than $100,000,000 in fiscal year 2002, 

$200,000,000 in fiscal year 2003, $350,000,000 in 

fiscal year 2004, $450,000,000 in fiscal year 

2005, and $500,000,000 in each of fiscal years 

2006 through 2011, of the funds of the Com-

modity Credit Corporation to carry out this 

section.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE.—To provide technical assistance to 
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carry out this section, the Secretary may 

use not more than 10 percent of the amount 

made available for any fiscal year under 

paragraph (1). 

‘‘(i) GRANTS AND ASSISTANCE TO ENHANCE

FARM VIABILITY.—For each year for which 

funds are available for the program under 

this section, the Secretary may use not more 

than $10,000,000 to provide matching market 

development grants and technical assistance 

to farm and ranch operators who participate 

in the program. As a condition of receiving 

such a grant, the grantee shall provide an 

amount equal to the grant from non-Federal 

sources.’’.

SEC. 202. SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS. 
Section 2501(a)(3) of the Food, Agriculture, 

Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 

2279(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$15,000,000 from the Commodity Credit Cor-

poration’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Any agency of the Department of Agri-

culture may participate jointly in any grant 

or contract entered in furtherance of the ob-

jectives of this section if it agreed that the 

objectives of the grant or contract will fur-

ther the authorized programs of the contrib-

uting agency.’’. 

Subtitle B—Environmental Stewardship On 
Working Lands 

SEC. 211. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.

Section 1240 of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘to—’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘provides’’ and inserting ‘‘to pro-

vide’’;

(2) inserting ‘‘air’’ after ‘‘that face the 

most serious threats to’’; 

(3) by redesignating the subparagraphs (A) 

through (D) that follow the matter amended 

by paragraph (2) of this section as para-

graphs (1) through (4), respectively; 

(4) by moving each of such redesignated 

provisions 2 ems to the left; and 

(5) by striking ‘‘farmers and ranchers’’ 

each place it appears and inserting ‘‘pro-

ducers’’.

SEC. 212. DEFINITIONS. 
Section 1240A of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa–1) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘nonindustrial private for-

est land,’’ before ‘‘and other land’’; and 

(B) by striking all after ‘‘poses a serious 

threat to’’ and inserting ‘‘air, soil, water, or 

related resources.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘, includ-

ing nonindustrial private forestry’’ before 

the period. 

SEC. 213. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA-
TION.

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 1240B(a)(1) 

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 

3839aa–2(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ 

and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(b) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—Section 1240B of 

such Act (16 U.S.C. 3839aa–2) is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(h) WATERSHED QUALITY INCENTIVE PRO-

GRAM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall cre-

ate a program to improve water quality in 

individual watersheds nationwide. Except as 

otherwise provided in this subsection, the 

program shall be administered in accordance 

with the terms of the Environmental Quality 

Incentives Program. 

‘‘(2) CONSISTENCY WITH WATERSHED PLAN.—

In allocating funds under this subsection, 

the Secretary shall consider the extent to 

which an application for the funds is con-

sistent with a locally developed watershed 

plan, in addition to the other factors estab-

lished by section 1240C. 

‘‘(3) CONTRACTS.—The Secretary shall enter 

into contracts in accordance with this sec-

tion with producers whose activities affect 

water quality, including the quality of public 

drinking water supplies, to implement and 

maintain nutrient management, pest man-

agement, soil erosion practices, and other 

conservation activities that protect water 

quality and protect human health. The con-

tracts shall— 

‘‘(A) describe the nutrient management, 

pest management or soil loss practices to be 

implemented, maintained, or improved; 

‘‘(B) contain a schedule of implementation; 

‘‘(C) address water quality priorities of the 

watershed in which the operation is located 

to the greatest extent possible; and 

‘‘(D) contain such other terms as the Sec-

retary determines to be appropriate. 

‘‘(4) VOLUNTARY WATER QUALITY BENEFITS

EVALUATION.—On approval of the producer, 

the Secretary may include the cost of water 

quality benefits evaluation as part of a con-

tract entered into under this section. 

‘‘(5) DRINKING WATER SUPPLIERS PILOT PRO-

GRAM.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a pilot program in 15 watersheds to 

improve water quality in cooperation with 

local water utilities. 

‘‘(B) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall 

select the watersheds and make available 

funds to be allocated to producers in partner-

ship with drinking water utilities in the wa-

tersheds, provided that drinking water utili-

ties measure water quality and target incen-

tives payments to improve water quality. 

‘‘(6) NUTRIENT REDUCTION PILOT PROGRAM.—

The Secretary shall use up to $100,000,000 an-

nually of the funds provided under this sub-

section in 5 impaired watersheds each year 

to provide incentives for agricultural pro-

ducers to reduce nitrogen and phosphorous 

applications by at least 15 percent below the 

average rates used by comparable farms in 

the State. Incentive payments shall reflect 

the extent to which producers reduce nitro-

gen and phosphorous applications. 

‘‘(7) RECOGNITION OF STATE EFFORTS.—The

Secretary shall recognize the financial con-

tribution of States, among other factors, 

during the allocation of funding under this 

subsection.’’.
(c) NON-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—Section

1240B(g) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 3839aa–2(g)) is 

amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘drinking water utility’’ 

after ‘‘forestry agency,’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, cost-share payments, 

and incentives’’ after ‘‘technical assistance’’. 

SEC. 214. EVALUATION OF OFFERS AND PAY-
MENTS.

Section 1240C of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa–3) is amended to read as 

follows:

‘‘SEC. 1240C. EVALUATION OF OFFERS AND PAY-
MENTS.

‘‘The Secretary shall establish a ranking 

process and benefits index to prioritize tech-

nical assistance, cost-share payments, and 

incentives payments to producers to maxi-

mize soil and water quality and wildlife habi-

tat and other environmental benefits per dol-

lar expended. The ranking process shall be 

weighted to ensure that technical assistance, 

cost-share payments, and incentives are pro-

vided to small or socially-disadvantaged 

farmers (as defined in section 8(a)(5) of the 

Small Business Act). The Secretary shall 

consult with local, State, and Federal public 

and private entities to develop the ranking 
process and benefits index.’’. 

SEC. 215. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS. 
Section 1240G of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa–7) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘$50,000’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$150,000’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (1); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) to share the cost of digesters.’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (c). 

SEC. 216. REAUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING. 
Section 1241(a) of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(a)) is amended by striking 
‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

SEC. 217. FUNDING. 
Section 1241(b)(1) of the Food Security Act 

of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$130,000,000’’ and all that 

follows through ‘‘2002’’ and inserting 

‘‘$200,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, $1,000,000,000 

in fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and $1,000,000,000 

for each of fiscal years 2004 through 2011’’; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(other than under section 

1240B(h))’’ before the period; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘In 

addition, the Secretary shall make available 

for the program under section 1240B(h), 

$450,000,000 for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, 

$500,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, $650,000,000 for 

fiscal year 2005, and $700,000,000 for each of 

fiscal years 2006 through 2011, to provide in-

centive payments to producers who imple-

ment watershed quality incentive con-

tracts.’’.

SEC. 218. ALLOCATION FOR LIVESTOCK AND 
OTHER CONSERVATION PRIORITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1241(b)(2) of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3841(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 

and

(2) by inserting ‘‘(other than under section 

1240B(h))’’ before ‘‘shall’’. 
(b) AGRICULTURAL SUSTAINABILITY.—Sec-

tion 1241(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 3841(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) TARGETING OF PRACTICES TO PROMOTE

AGRICULTURAL SUSTAINABILITY.—

‘‘(A) To the maximum extent practicable, 

the Secretary shall attempt to dedicate at 

least 10 percent of the funding in this sub-

section to each of the following practices to 

promote agricultural sustainability: 

‘‘(i) Managed grazing. 

‘‘(ii) Innovative manure management. 

‘‘(iii) Surface and groundwater conserva-

tion through improved irrigation efficiency 

and other practices. 

‘‘(iv) Pesticide and herbicide reduction, in-

cluding practices that reduce direct human 

exposure.

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—In subparagraph (A): 

‘‘(i) MANAGED GRAZING.—The term ‘man-

aged grazing’ means practices which fre-

quently rotate animals on grazing lands to 

enhance plant health, limit soil erosion, pro-

tect ground and surface water quality, or 

benefit wildlife. 

‘‘(ii) INNOVATIVE MANURE MANAGEMENT.—

The term ‘innovative manure management’ 

means manure management technologies 

which—

‘‘(I) eliminate the discharge of animal 

waste to surface and groundwaters through 

direct discharge, seepage, and runoff; 

‘‘(II) substantially eliminate atmospheric 

emissions of ammonia; 
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‘‘(III) substantially eliminate the emission 

of odor; 

‘‘(IV) substantially eliminate the release of 

disease-transmitting vectors and pathogens; 

‘‘(V) substantially eliminate nutrient 

heavy metal contamination; or 

‘‘(VI) encourage reprocessing and cost-ef-

fective transportation of animal waste. 

‘‘(ii) IMPROVED IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY.—

The term ‘improved irrigation efficiency’ 

means the use of new or upgraded irrigation 

systems that conserve water, including the 

use of— 

‘‘(I) spray jets or nozzles which improve 

water distribution efficiency; 

‘‘(II) irrigation well meters; 

‘‘(III) surge valves and surge irrigation sys-

tems; and 

‘‘(IV) conversion of equipment from grav-

ity or flood irrigation to sprinkler or drip ir-

rigation, including center pivot systems.’’. 

Subtitle C—Preservation of Wildlife Habitat 
SEC. 221. WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVES PRO-

GRAM.
(a) EXTENSION AND FUNDING INCREASE.—

Section 387(c) of the Federal Agriculture Im-

provement and Reform Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 

3836a) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(c) FUNDING.—To carry out this section, 

there shall be made available $200,000,000 for 

fiscal years 2002 and 2003, $350,000,000 for fis-

cal year 2004, $450,000,000 for fiscal year 2005, 

$500,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2006 

through fiscal year 2009, $400,000,000 for fiscal 

year 2010, and $200,000,000 for fiscal year 

2011.’’.
(b) ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES FOR WILDLIFE

CONSERVATION.—Section 387(b) of such Act 

(16 U.S.C. 3836(b)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, 

or for other costs relating to wildlife con-

servation,’’ before ‘‘approved by the Sec-

retary’’.
(c) PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS.—Section 387 

of such Act (16 U.S.C. 3836a) is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 

may provide incentive payments to land-

owners in exchange for the implementation 

of land management practices designed to 

create or preserve wildlife habitat. The pay-

ments may be in an amount and at a rate de-

termined by the Secretary to be necessary to 

encourage a landowner to engage in the prac-

tice.
‘‘(e) FUNDING PRIORITY.—The Secretary 

shall give priority to landowners whose lands 

contain important habitat for imperiled spe-

cies or habitat identified by State conserva-

tion plans, where available. 
‘‘(f) CONSULTATION.—To the extent prac-

ticable, the Secretary shall consult with 

local, State, Federal and private experts, as 

considered appropriate by the Secretary, to 

ensure that projects under this section maxi-

mize conservation benefits and are region-

ally equitable. 
‘‘(g) ACQUISITION OF EASEMENTS.—Begin-

ning with fiscal year 2003, not more than 10 

percent of the funds available shall be used 

to acquire permanent easements, provided 

that land enrolled in an easement is not land 

taken out of agricultural production’’. 

SEC. 222. WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM. 
(a) ENROLLMENT AUTHORITY.—Section

1237(b)(1) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 

U.S.C. 3837(b)(1)) is amended to read as fol-

lows:

‘‘(1) ENROLLMENT.—The Secretary shall en-

roll in the wetlands reserve program a total 

of not less than 250,000 acres in fiscal years 

2002 and 2003, and not less than 250,000 acres 

in each of fiscal years 2004 through 2011.’’. 
(b) REGIONAL EQUITY.—Section 1237 of such 

Act (16 U.S.C. 3837) is amended by adding at 

the end the following: 

‘‘(h) Not later than 60 days after the date 

of the enactment of this sentence, the Sec-

retary shall devise a plan to promote wet-

lands conservation in all regions where op-

portunities exist for wetlands restoration.’’. 

SEC. 223. CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM. 
(a) ENROLLMENT AUTHORITY.—Section 1231 

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 

3831) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 

and

(B) by striking ‘‘and water’’ and inserting 

‘‘, water, and wildlife’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘36,400,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘45,000,000’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 

and

(3) in subsection (h)(1), by striking ‘‘and 

2002’’ and inserting ‘‘through 2011’’. 
(b) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1231(b) of such 

Act (16 U.S.C. 3831(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 

the following: 

‘‘(3) pasture, hay, and rangeland if the land 

will be restored as a wetland, or is within 300 

feet of a riparian area and will be restored in 

native vegetation; and’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘(A) if the Secretary determines that— 

‘‘(i) the lands contribute to the degrada-

tion of soil, water, or air quality, or would 

pose an on-site or off-site environmental 

threat to soil, water, or air quality if per-

mitted to remain in agricultural production; 

and

‘‘(ii) soil, water, and air quality objectives 

with respect to the land cannot be achieved 

under the environmental quality incentives 

program established under chapter 4;’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-

graph (C); 

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub-

paragraph (D) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(E) if the Secretary determines that en-

rollment of the lands would contribute to 

conservation of ground or surface water. 
For purposes of the program under this sub-

chapter, buffer strips on lands used for the 

production of fruits, vegetables, sod, or-

chards, or specialty crops shall be considered 

cropland.’’.
(c) ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS AND

BUFFER STRIPS.—Section 1231(d) of such Act 

(16 U.S.C. 3831(d)) is amended by adding at 

the end the following: ‘‘Until December 31, 

2007, of the acreage authorized for enroll-

ment, not less than 7,000,000 acres shall be 

used to enroll environmentally sensitive 

lands through the continuous enrollment 

program and the conservation reserve en-

hancement program.’’. 
(d) LIMITED PERMANENT EASEMENT AUTHOR-

ITY.—Section 1231(e) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 

3831(e)) is amended by adding at the end the 

following:

‘‘(3) PERMANENT EASEMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (1), the Secretary may enroll up to 

3,000,000 acres in the conservation reserve 

using permanent easements to protect criti-

cally important environmentally sensitive 

lands (including 1,000,000 acres for isolated 

wetlands) and habitats such as native prai-

ries, native shrublands, small wetlands, 

springs, seeps, fens, and other rare and de-

clining habitats. The terms of the easement 

shall be consistent with section 1232(a). 

‘‘(B) LIMITATIONS ON TRANSFERABILITY.—

The Secretary may transfer a permanent 

easement established under subparagraph (A) 

to a State or local government or a qualified 

nonprofit conservation organization. The 

holder of such a permanent easement may 

not transfer the easement to an entity other 

than a State or local government or a quali-

fied nonprofit conservation organization.’’. 
(e) CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT OF BUFFER

STRIPS.—Section 1231 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 

3831) is amended by adding at the end the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(i) CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT OF BUFFER

STRIPS.—The Secretary shall allow contin-

uous enrollment of buffers whose width and 

vegetation is designed to provide significant 

wildlife or water quality benefits, as deter-

mined by the Secretary. 
‘‘(j) IRRIGATED LANDS.—Irrigated lands 

shall be enrolled at irrigated land rates un-

less the Secretary determines that other 

compensation is appropriate. 
‘‘(k) EXCEPTION TO PAYMENT LIMITATION.—

Payments made in connection with the en-

rollment of lands pursuant to the continuous 

enrollment or the conservation reserve en-

hancement program shall not be subject to 

any payment limitations under section 

1239c(f)(1).
‘‘(l) LIMITED EXCEPTIONS TO PROHIBITIONS

ON ECONOMIC USES.—Notwithstanding the 

prohibitions on economic use on lands en-

rolled in the Conservation Reserve Program 

under section 1232(a), the Secretary may per-

mit on such lands the collection of native 

seeds and the use of wind turbines, so long as 

such activities preserve the conservation 

values of the land and take into account 

wildlife and wildlife habitat.’’. 

SEC. 224. CONSERVATION OF PRIVATE GRAZING 
LANDS.

Section 386 of the Federal Agriculture Im-

provement and Reform Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 

2005b) is amended by striking subsection (f) 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(f) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 

may enter into 5-year, 10-year and 20-year 

contracts with landowners to provide finan-

cial assistance for landowner efforts to im-

prove the ecological health of grazing lands, 

including practices that reduce erosion, em-

ploy prescribed burns, restore riparian area, 

control or eliminate exotic species, reestab-

lish native grasses, or otherwise enhance 

wildlife habitat. 
‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—The Sec-

retary shall make available $20,000,000 for 

each of the fiscal years 2002 through 2011 

from the Commodity Credit Corporation to 

carry out this section.’’. 

SEC. 225. GRASSLAND RESERVE AND ENHANCE-
MENT PROGRAM. 

Chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the 

Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830– 

3837f) is amended by adding at the end the 

following:

‘‘Subchapter D—Grassland Reserve and 
Enhancement Program 

‘‘SEC. 1238. GRASSLAND RESERVE AND ENHANCE-
MENT PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a program to use contracts and 

easements to protect 3,000,000 acres of envi-

ronmentally critical grasslands, shrubs, and 

blufflands. Beginning in fiscal year 2002, the 

Secretary shall conduct outreach to inform 

the public of the program. 
‘‘(b) ENROLLMENT CONDITIONS.—

‘‘(1) MAXIMUM ENROLLMENT.—The total 

number of acres enrolled in the program 

shall not exceed 3,000,000 acres. The Sec-

retary shall enroll lands using permanent 

easements to meet demand, but in no case 

shall more than 50 percent of the available 

acreage be enrolled in permanent easements, 
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and the balance shall be enrolled in con-

tracts through which the Secretary shall 

provide assistance and incentive payments. 

‘‘(2) TERMS OF CONTRACTS OR EASEMENTS.—

The Secretary shall enroll in the program for 

a willing owner not less than 100 contiguous 

acres of land west of the 100th meridian or 

not less than 50 contiguous acres of land east 

of the 90th meridian through 10-year or 20- 

year contracts or permanent easements. 
‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE LAND.—Land shall be eligible 

to be enrolled in the program if the Sec-

retary determines that— 

‘‘(1) the land is natural grass or shrubland; 

‘‘(2) the land— 

‘‘(A) is located in an area that has been 

historically dominated by natural grass or 

shrubland; and 

‘‘(B) has potential to serve as habitat for 

animal or plant populations of significant 

ecological value if the land is restored to 

natural grass or shrubland; or 

‘‘(3) the land is adjacent to land described 

in paragraph (1) or (2), and the Secretary de-

termines it is necessary to maintain or re-

store native grassland or shrubland under 

this section. 
‘‘(d) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS.—To carry out this section, 

there shall be available for each of fiscal 

years 2002 through 2011 such sums as may be 

necessary from the funds of the Commodity 

Credit Corporation. 

‘‘SEC. 1238A. CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS. 
‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS OF LANDOWNER.—To be 

eligible to enroll land in the program, the 

owner of the land shall— 

‘‘(1) agree to comply with the terms of the 

contract and related restoration agreements; 

and

‘‘(2) agree to the suspension of any existing 

cropland base and allotment history for the 

land under any program administered by the 

Secretary.
‘‘(b) TERMS OF CONTRACT OR EASEMENT.—A

contract or easement under subsection (a) 

shall—

‘‘(1) permit— 

‘‘(A) common grazing practices on the land 

in a manner that is consistent with main-

taining the viability of natural grass and 

shrub species indigenous to that locality; 

‘‘(B) haying, mowing, or haying for seed 

production, except that such uses shall not 

be permitted until after the end of the nest-

ing and brood-rearing season for birds in the 

local area which are in significant decline or 

are conserved pursuant to State or Federal 

law, as determined by the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service State conservationist; 

‘‘(C) construction of fire breaks and fences, 

including placement of the posts necessary 

for fences; and 

‘‘(D) practices that reduce erosion, restore 

native species, control and eradicate exotic 

species, enhance habitat for native wildlife, 

and improve the health of riparian areas; 

‘‘(2) prohibit— 

‘‘(A) forestry and the production of any ag-

ricultural commodity (other than hay); 

‘‘(B) unless allowed under subsection (d), 

the conduct of any other activity that would 

disturb the surface of the land covered by 

the contract or easement; and 

‘‘(C) the development of homes, businesses 

or other structures on land subject to the 

contract or easement; and 

‘‘(3) include such additional provisions as 

the Secretary determines are appropriate to 

carry out or facilitate the administration of 

this subchapter. 
‘‘(c) RANKING APPLICATIONS.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITERIA.—The Sec-

retary shall establish criteria to evaluate 

and rank applications for contracts under 

this subchapter. 

‘‘(2) EMPHASIS.—In establishing the cri-

teria, the Secretary shall emphasize support 

for native grass and shrubland, grazing oper-

ations, and plant and animal biodiversity. 
‘‘(d) RESTORATION AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-

retary shall prescribe the terms by which 
grassland that is subject to a contract under 
the program shall be restored. The agree-
ment shall include duties of the land owner 
and the Secretary, including the Federal 

share of restoration payments and technical 

assistance.
‘‘(e) VIOLATIONS.—On the violation of the 

terms or conditions of a contract or restora-

tion agreement entered into under this sec-

tion—

‘‘(1) the contract shall remain in force; and 

‘‘(2) the Secretary may require the owner 

to refund all or part of any payments re-

ceived by the owner under this subchapter, 

with interest on the payments as determined 

appropriate by the Secretary. 

‘‘SEC. 1238B. DUTIES OF SECRETARY. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In return for the grant-

ing of a contract by an owner under this sub-

chapter, the Secretary shall make contract 

payments and payments of the Federal share 

of restoration and provide technical assist-

ance to the owner in accordance with this 

section. The Secretary shall base the amount 

paid for an easement on the fair market 

value of the easement. 
‘‘(b) FEDERAL SHARE OF RESTORATION.—The

Secretary shall make payments to the owner 

of not more than— 

‘‘(1) in the case of virgin (never cultivated) 

grassland, 90 percent of the costs of carrying 

out measures and practices necessary to re-

store grassland functions and values; or 

‘‘(2) in the case of restored grassland, 75 

percent of such costs. 
‘‘(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—A landowner 

who is receiving a benefit under this sub-

chapter shall be eligible to receive technical 

assistance in accordance with section 1243(d) 

to assist the owner or operator in carrying 

out a contract entered into under this sub-

chapter.
‘‘(d) PAYMENTS TO OTHERS.—If an owner 

who is entitled to a payment under this sub-

chapter dies, becomes incompetent, is other-

wise unable to receive the payment, or is 

succeeded by another person who renders or 

completes the required performance, the 

Secretary shall make the payment, in ac-

cordance with regulations promulgated by 

the Secretary and without regard to any 

other provision of law, in such manner as the 

Secretary determines is fair and reasonable 

in light of all the circumstances.’’. 

Subtitle D—Organic Farming 
SEC. 231. PROGRAM TO ASSIST TRANSITION TO 

ORGANIC FARMING. 
(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of Agriculture (in this section re-

ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall expand 

the National Organic Program to include a 

voluntary program to assist agricultural 

producers in making the transition from 

conventional to organic farming and to as-

sist existing organic farmers. Under the pro-

gram, the Secretary may make payments to 

cover all or a portion of— 

(1) production and marketing losses; 

(2) conservation practices related to or-

ganic food production; 

(3) certification costs; 

(4) technical assistance by qualified third 

parties;

(5) educational materials; or 

(6) farm-to-consumer market development. 
(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.—Pay-

ments to individual farm and ranch opera-

tors under this section shall not exceed 

$10,000 per year, and such payments shall not 

be made to individuals operating a conven-

tional farm or ranch in more than 3 fiscal 

years.
(c) ORGANIC CERTIFICATION REIMBURSEMENT

PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall reimburse 

producers for the cost of organic certifi-

cation. To expedite certification, farmers 

seeking certification shall be eligible for a 

direct reimbursement of up to $500 by the 

Secretary of certification costs, so long as 

producers present an organic certificate and 

receipt.
(d) FUNDING.—Of the funds of the Com-

modity Credit Corporation, there shall be 

available to the Secretary to carry out this 

section $20,000,000 for fiscal years 2002 and 

2003, $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, $40,000,000 

for fiscal year 2005, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 

2006, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2007, $50,000,000 

for fiscal year 2008, and $0 for fiscal years 

2009 through 2011. 

Subtitle E—Forestry 
SEC. 241. URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTRY. 

Section 9(i) of the Cooperative Forestry 

Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2105(i)) is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(i) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall use 

$50,000,000 of the funds of the Commodity 

Credit Corporation to carry out this section 

for each of the fiscal years 2002 through 2011. 

In addition, there are authorized to be appro-

priated to the Secretary not more than 

$50,000,000 to carry out this section for each 

of the fiscal years 2002 through 2011. As de-

termined by the Secretary, socially dis-

advantaged foresters shall be eligible for 

funding under this section.’’. 

SEC. 242. WATERSHED FORESTRY INITIATIVE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a program for the purpose of pro-

viding financial assistance to enhance the 

quality of municipal water supplies and to 

encourage the long-term sustainability of 

private forestland. 
(b) EASEMENTS.—The Secretary shall annu-

ally use $75,000,000 from the Commodity 

Credit Corporation to be matched equally by 

any non-Federal source for each of the fiscal 

years 2002 through 2011 to acquire permanent 

easements that promote watershed protec-

tion. The Secretary shall establish a system 

to fairly compensate landowners for the 

value of an easement entered into under this 

section.
(c) LAND-USE PRACTICES.—The Secretary 

shall annually use $25,000,000 from the Com-

modity Credit Corporation for each of the 

fiscal years 2002 through 2011 to share equal-

ly with any non-Federal source the cost of 

land management practices on nonindustrial 

forestland that protect municipal drinking 

water supplies and other conservation pur-

poses. The Secretary shall consider, among 

other factors, the extent to which projects 

are identified in a regional or watershed con-

servation plan. Practices that are eligible for 

funding under this section include the fol-

lowing:

(1) Natural forest regeneration. 

(2) Prescribed burns. 

(3) Native species restoration. 

(4) Stream and watershed restoration. 

(5) Road retirement. 

(6) Riparian restoration. 

(7) Other practices that improve water 

quality and wildlife habitat, as determined 

by the Secretary. 
(d) REGIONAL AND WATERSHED PLANNING.—

The Secretary shall establish a program to 

make grants not exceeding $10,000 to develop 

and implement regional and watershed-based 

conservation plans to comply with existing 
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laws and meeting water quality standards. 

The Secretary shall consider, among other 

factors, the extent to which applicants de-

velop interjurisdictional conservation plans, 

protect nationally significant resources, en-

gage the public, and demonstrate local sup-

port. The Secretary shall use not more than 

$10,000,000 from the Commodity Credit Cor-

poration for each of the fiscal years 2002 

through 2011 to carry out this subsection. 

Subtitle F—Technical Assistance 
SEC. 251. CONSERVATION TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE.
(a) Section 6 of the Soil Conservation and 

Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590f) is 

amended—

(1) by striking the 1st undesignated para-

graph and inserting the following: 

‘‘(a) The Secretary shall make available 

$200,000,000 each fiscal year from the Com-

modity Credit Corporation, and such addi-

tional sums as may be appropriated by the 

Congress, to carry out this Act.’’; and 

(2) by desginating the 2nd undesignated 

paragraph as subsection (b). 
(b) Section 7 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 590g) is 

amended by striking ‘‘and (7)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(7) any of the purposes of agricultural con-

servation programs authorized by Congress, 

and (8)’’. 

SEC. 252. REIMBURSEMENT FOR PROGRAM AD-
MINISTRATION.

Subtitle E of title XII of the Food Security 

Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841–3843) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before the first un-

numbered paragraph; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 

(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (B); 

(3) by moving the newly designated sub-

paragraphs (A) through (B) three ems to the 

right;

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) For each of fiscal years 1996 through 

2011, the Secretary shall use the funds of the 

Commodity Credit Corporation for the provi-

sion of technical assistance to allow for full 

reimbursement of actual costs for delivering 

all conservation programs funded through 

the Commodity Credit Corporation for which 

technical assistance is required.’’. 

SEC. 253. CONSERVATION TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE BY THIRD PARTIES. 

Section 1243(d) of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3843(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘In the preparation’’ and in-

serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the preparation’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF TRAINING CEN-

TERS.—To facilitate the training and certifi-

cation of Federal and non-Federal employees 

and qualified third parties, the Secretary 

may establish training centers in the fol-

lowing locations: 

‘‘(A) Fresno, California. 

‘‘(B) Platteville, Wisconsin. 

‘‘(C) Lincoln, Nebraska. 

‘‘(D) Ithaca, New York. 

‘‘(E) Pullman, Washington. 

‘‘(F) Orono, Maine. 

‘‘(G) Gainesville, Florida. 

‘‘(H) College Park, Maryland. 

‘‘(3) CERTIFICATION OF THIRD-PARTY PRO-

VIDERS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

the Secretary of Agriculture shall, by regu-

lation, establish a system for approving per-

sons to provide technical assistance pursu-

ant to this title. In the system, the Sec-

retary shall give priority to a person who 

has a memorandum of understanding regard-

ing the provision of technical assistance in 

place with the Secretary. 

‘‘(B) EXPERTISE REQUIRED.—In prescribing 

such regulations, the Secretary shall ensure 

that persons with expertise in the technical 

aspects of conservation planning, watershed 

planning, environmental engineering, includ-

ing commercial entities, qualified nonprofit 

entities, State or local governments or agen-

cies, and other Federal agencies, are eligible 

to become approved providers of such tech-

nical assistance. 

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED NONPROFIT ORGANIZA-

TIONS.—Qualified nonprofit organizations 

shall include organizations whose missions 

primarily promote the stewardship of work-

ing farmland and ranchland. 

‘‘(4) QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM.—The

Secretary shall establish a program to assess 

the quality of the technical assistance pro-

vided by third parties.’’. 

SEC. 254. CONSERVATION PRACTICE STANDARDS. 
The Secretary of Agriculture shall— 

(1) revise standards and, when necessary, 

establish standards for eligible conservation 

practices to include measurable goals for en-

hancing natural resources, including innova-

tive practices; 

(2) within 6 months after the date of the 

enactment of this section, revise the Na-

tional Handbook of Conservation Practices 

and field office technical guides; and 

(3) not less frequently than once every 5 

years, update the Handbook and technical 

guides to reflect the best available science. 

Subtitle G—Miscellaneous Conservation 
Provisions

SEC. 261. CONSERVATION PROGRAM PERFORM-
ANCE REVIEW AND EVALUATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a grant program to evaluate the ben-
efits of the conservation programs under 
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 and 
under sections 242 and 262 of this Act. 

(b) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants to land grant colleges and other re-
search institutions whose applications are 
highly ranked under subsection (c) to evalu-
ate the economic and environmental benefits 
of conservation programs, and shall use such 
research to identify and rank measures needs 
to improve water quality, fish and wildlife 
habitat, and other environmental goals of 
conservation programs. 

(c) SCIENTIFIC PANELS.—The Secretary 
shall establish a panel of independent sci-
entific experts to review and rank the grant 
applications submitted under subsection (a). 

(d) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall use 
$10,000,000 from the Commodity Credit Cor-

poration for each of fiscal years 2002 through 

2011 to carry out this section. 

SEC. 262. GREAT LAKES BASIN PROGRAM FOR 
SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CON-
TROL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-

culture, in consultation with the Great 

Lakes Commission created by Article IV of 

the Great Lakes Basin Compact (82 Stat. 415) 

and in cooperation other appropriate Federal 

agencies may carry out the Great Lakes 

Basin Program for Soil Erosion and Sedi-

ment Control. 
(b) ASSISTANCE.—In carrying out the Pro-

gram, the Secretary shall— 

(1) provide project demonstration grants, 

provide technical assistance, and carry out 

information and education programs to im-

prove water quality in the Great Lakes 

Basin by reducing soil erosion and improving 

sediment control; and 

(2) provide a priority for projects and ac-

tivities that directly reduce soil erosion or 

improve sediment control. 
(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section 

$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003 

through 2011. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—

(A) COMMISSION.—The Great Lakes Com-

mission may use not more than 10 percent of 

the funds made available for a fiscal year 

under paragraph (1) to pay administrative 

costs incurred by the Commission in car-

rying out this section. 

(B) SECRETARY.—None of the funds made 

available under paragraph (1) may be used by 

the Secretary to pay administrative costs in-

curred by the Secretary in carrying out this 

section.

Subtitle H—Conservation Corridor Program 
SEC. 271. CONSERVATION CORRIDOR PROGRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subtitle 

is to provide for the establishment of a pro-

gram that recognizes the leveraged benefit of 

an ecosystem-based application of the De-

partment of Agriculture conservation pro-

grams, addresses the increasing and extraor-

dinary threats to agriculture in many areas 

of the United States, and recognizes the im-

portance of local and regional involvement 

in the protection of economically and eco-

logically important farmlands. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of Ag-

riculture (in this subtitle referred to as the 

‘‘Secretary’’) shall establish a Conservation 

Corridor Program through which States, 

local governments, tribes, and combinations 

of States may submit, and the Secretary 

may approve, plans to integrate agriculture 

and forestry conservation programs of the 

United States Department of Agriculture 

with State, local, tribal, and private efforts 

to address farm preservation, water quality, 

wildlife, and other conservation needs in 

critical areas, watersheds, and corridors in a 

manner that enhances the conservation ben-

efits of the individual programs, tailors pro-

grams to State and local needs, and pro-

motes and supports ecosystem and water-

shed-based conservation. 

(c) MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT.—On ap-

proval of a proposed plan, the Secretary may 

enter into a memorandum of agreement with 

a State, a combination of States, local gov-

ernments, or tribes, that— 

(1) guarantees specific program resources 

for implementation of the plan; 

(2) establishes different or automatic en-

rollment criteria than otherwise established 

by regulation or policy, for specific levels of 

enrollments of specific conservation pro-

grams within the region, if doing so will 

achieve greater conservation benefits; 

(3) establishes different compensation 

rates to the extent the parties to the agree-

ment consider justified; 

(4) establishes different conservation prac-

tice criteria if doing so will achieve greater 

conservation benefits; 

(5) provides more streamlined and inte-

grated paperwork requirements; and 

(6) otherwise alters any other requirement 

established by United States Department of 

Agriculture policy and regulation to the ex-

tent not inconsistent with the statutory re-

quirements and purposes of an individual 

conservation program. 

SEC. 272. CONSERVATION ENHANCEMENT PLAN. 
(a) PREPARATION.—To be eligible to partici-

pate in the program under this subtitle, a 

State, combination of States, political sub-

division or agency of a State, tribe, or local 

government shall submit to the Secretary a 

plan that proposes specific criteria and com-

mitment of resources in the geographic re-

gion designated, and describes how the link-

age of Federal, State, and local resources 

will—
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(1) improve the economic viability of agri-

culture by protecting contiguous tracts of 

land;

(2) improve the ecological integrity of the 

ecosystems or watersheds within the region 

by linking land with high ecological and nat-

ural resource value; and 

(3) in the case of a multi-State plan, pro-

vide a draft memorandum of agreement 

among entities in each State. 
(b) SUBMISSION AND REVIEW.—Within 90 

days after receipt of the conservation plan, 

the Secretary shall review the plan and ap-

prove it for implementation and funding 

under this subtitle if the Secretary deter-

mines that the plan and memorandum of 

agreement meet the criteria specified in sub-

section (c). 
(c) CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPATION.—The Sec-

retary may approve a plan only if, as deter-

mined by the Secretary, the plan provides 

for each of the following: 

(1) Actions taken under the conservation 

plan are voluntary and require the consent 

of willing landowners. 

(2) Criteria specified in the plan and memo-

randum of agreement assure that enroll-

ments in each conservation program incor-

porated through the plan are of exception-

ally high conservation value. 

(3) The program provides benefits greater 

than the benefits that would likely be 

achieved through individual application of 

the federal conservation programs because of 

such factors as— 

(A) ecosystem- or watershed-based enroll-

ment criteria; 

(B) lengthier or permanent conservation 

commitments;

(C) integrated treatment of special natural 

resource problems, including preservation 

and enhancement of natural resource cor-

ridors; and 

(D) improved economic viability for agri-

culture.

(4) Staffing and marketing, considering 

both Federal and non-Federal resources, are 

sufficient to assure program success. 
(d) APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION.—With-

in 90 days after approval of a conservation 

plan, the Secretary shall begin to provide 

funds for the implementation of the plan. 
(e) PRIORITY.—In carrying out this section, 

the Secretary shall give priority to multi- 

State or multi-tribal plans. 

SEC. 273. FUNDING REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) COST-SHARING.—As a further condition 

on the approval of a conservation plan sub-

mitted by a non-Federal interest under sec-

tion 272, the Secretary shall require the non- 

Federal interest to contribute at least 20 per-

cent of the total cost of the Conservation 

Corridor Program. 
(b) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may reduce 

the cost-share requirement in the case of a 

specific activity under the Conservation Cor-

ridor Program on good cause and demonstra-

tion that the project or activity is likely to 

achieve extraordinary natural resource bene-

fits.
(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall re-

quire that non-Federal interests contrib-

uting financial resources for the Conserva-

tion Corridor Program shall implement 

streamlined paperwork requirements and 

other procedures to allow for integration 

with the Federal programs for participants 

in the program. 
(d) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 

shall direct funds on a priority basis to the 

Conservation Corridor Program and to 

projects in areas identified by the plan. 
(e) ADMINISTRATION.—A State may submit 

multiple plans, but the Secretary shall as-

sure opportunity for submission by each 

State. Acreage committed as part of ap-

proved Conservation Reserve Enhancement 

Programs shall be considered acreage of the 

Conservation Reserve Program committed to 

a Conservation Enhancement Program. 

Subtitle I—Funding Source and Allocations 
SEC. 281. FUNDING FOR CONSERVATION FUND-

ING.
(a) REDUCTION IN FIXED DECOUPLED PAY-

MENTS AND COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAYMENTS.—

Notwithstanding sections 104 and 105, the 

Secretary of Agriculture (in this subtitle re-

ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall reduce by 

$1,900,000,000 the total amount otherwise re-

quired to be paid under such sections in each 

of fiscal years 2002 through 2011, in accord-

ance with this section. 
(b) MAXIMUM TOTAL PAYMENTS BY TYPE

AND FISCAL YEAR.—In making the reductions 

required by subsection (a), the Secretary 

shall ensure that— 

(1) the total amount paid under section 104 

does not exceed— 

(A) $3,425,000,000 in fiscal year 2002; or 

(B) $4,325,000,000 in any of fiscal years 2003 

through 2011; and 

(2) the total amount paid under section 105 

does not exceed— 

(A) $3,332,000,000 in fiscal year 2003; 

(B) $4,494,000,000 in fiscal year 2004; 

(C) $4,148,000,000 in fiscal year 2005; 

(D) $3,974,000,000 in fiscal year 2006; 

(E) $3,701,000,000 in fiscal year 2007; 

(F) $3,222,000,000 in fiscal year 2008; 

(G) $2,596,000,000 in fiscal year 2009; 

(H) $2,057,000,000 in fiscal year 2010; or 

(I) $1,675,000,000 in fiscal year 2011. 
(c) LIMITATIONS TO PROTECT SMALLER

FARMERS, PRESERVE TRADE AGREEMENTS,

AND ENSURE PROGRAM AND REGIONAL BAL-

ANCE.—In making the reductions required by 

subsection (a), the Secretary shall— 

(1) accomplish all of the reductions re-

quired with respect to a fiscal year by mak-

ing pro rata reductions in the amounts oth-

erwise payable under sections 104 and 105 to 

the 10 percent (or, if necessary, such greater 

percentage as the Secretary may determine) 

of recipients who would otherwise receive 

the greatest total payments under such sec-

tions in the fiscal year; and 

(2) to the maximum extent practicable, en-

sure that— 

(A) the resulting payments under such sec-

tions pose the least amount of risk to the 

United States of violating trade agreements 

to reduce subsidies; and 

(B) the reductions are made in a manner 

that achieves balance among programs and 

regions.

SEC. 282. ALLOCATION OF CONSERVATION 
FUNDS BY STATE. 

(a) STATE ALLOCATION.—To the maximum 

extent practicable in each of fiscal years 2002 

through 2011, the Secretary, subject to the 

rules of the conservation programs adminis-

tered by the Secretary, shall ensure that 

each State receives at a minimum the 

State’s share of the $1,900,000,000 based on 

the State’s share of the total agricultural 

market value of production, with each State 

receiving not less than 0.52 percent and not 

more than 7 percent of such amount annu-

ally.
(b) TRANSITION AND UNOBLIGATED BAL-

ANCES.—If the offices of the United States 

Department of Agriculture in each respec-

tive State cannot expend all funds allocated 

in this title within 2 consecutive fiscal years 

for the programs identified in this title, the 

funds shall be remitted to the Secretary for 

reallocation as the Secretary deems appro-

priate among States to address unmet con-

servation needs through the programs in this 

title, except that in no event shall these un-

obligated balances be used to fund technical 

assistance.
(c) REGIONAL EQUITY.—Section 1230 of the 

Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830) is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) REGIONAL EQUITY.—In carrying out the 

ECARP, the Secretary shall recognize the 

importance of regional equity, and the im-

portance of accomplishing many conserva-

tion objectives that can sometimes only be 

achieved on land of high value.’’. 

Subtitle J—Rural Development 
SEC. 291. EXPANSION OF STATE MARKETING PRO-

GRAMS.
(a) FEDERAL-STATE MARKET INCENTIVE

PAYMENTS.—Section 204(b) of the Agricul-

tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623) is 

amended by striking ‘‘such sums as he may 

deem appropriate’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000 

from the Commodity Credit Corporation for 

each of the fiscal years 2002 through 2011’’. 
(b) MARKET DEVELOPMENT GRANTS.—Sec-

tion 203(e)(1) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1622(e)(1)) 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-

lowing: ‘‘The Secretary shall transfer to 

State departments of agriculture and other 

State marketing offices at least 10 percent of 

the funds appropriated for a fiscal year for 

this subsection to facilitate the development 

of local and regional markets for agricul-

tural products, including direct farm-to-con-

sumer markets.’’. 
Amend the table of contents accordingly. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

think by now the thrust of the Boeh-

lert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment 

is well-known. Our amendment would 

significantly increase the conservation 

funding in the bill, while leaving total 

farm bill spending essentially un-

changed. This amendment will protect 

water quality, preserve open space, fos-

ter wildlife populations, and increase 

opportunities for sportsmen, all while 

helping more farmers in more States 

than the base bill. 
That is why the amendment is sup-

ported by a wide range of groups, in-

cluding Ducks Unlimited, the Wildlife 

Management Institute, the Izaak Wal-

ton League, groups representing the 

Nation’s water and sewer agencies, the 

National League of Cities, and the 

League of Conservation Voters. Quite 

simply, our amendment is good envi-

ronmental policy and good agriculture 

policy.
This amendment will provide in-

creases for the numerous important 

conservation programs that do not re-

ceive significant increases in the bill. 

These programs, like the Wetland Re-

serve Program and the Conservation 

Reserve Program, which help farmers, 

especially small farmers, have a long 

waiting list. As the administration’s 

own recent report, Taking Stock for a 

New Century acknowledges, these pro-

grams could and should help many 

more farmers work the land, care for 

the land, and protect water quality. 
I represent an agricultural area, and 

I know from the farmers in my own 

congressional district just how vital 

and successful these programs can be. 
Now, we are going to hear a lot of 

spurious arguments against this 
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amendment, even more than usual, be-

cause the chairman has refused to 

agree to a time limit on debate. But 

the main argument we are going to 

hear is the most ridiculous of all. We 

are going to hear that this amendment 

would destroy the delicate, carefully 

crafted balance that holds together the 

underlying bill. 
Let me tell my colleagues bluntly 

about the way this bill is balanced. 

This is the kind of balance they used to 

have in Latin America dictatorships 

where all of the leading families got to-

gether and divided the money equally 

among themselves to ensure that the 

rest of the public was held at bay. They 

were called ‘‘banana republics.’’ Here, I 

guess, we have a ‘‘cotton republic.’’ 

But the principle is the same. The bal-

ance in this bill is that all of the big 

commodity groups got together and di-

vided up the spoils without regard to 

the needs of other people or of good 

public policy. 
Now, just like oligarchies, they are 

threatening anyone who would dare to 

disagree: food stamp advocates, dairy 

farmers advocates, you name it. There 

is nothing delicate about the way this 

bill was put together. It was an exer-

cise in raw power. 
Do not take my word for this. Listen 

to the Bush administration. The ad-

ministration does not support the base 

bill because, and I quote, ‘‘It misses the 

opportunity to modernize farm pro-

grams through innovative environ-

mental programs; it encourages over-

production, and fails to help farmers 

most in need,’’ especially small farm-

ers and ranchers. This amendment cor-

rects these deficiencies. 
Our amendment will help more farm-

ers in more States than the base bill. 

Our amendment will encourage innova-

tive environmental practices. Our 

amendment will keep lands in produc-

tion. Our amendment will target as-

sistance to smaller farms who need it 

the most. Our amendment will help 

protect precious water supplies from 

coast to coast. In fact, commodity pay-

ments will still increase significantly 

with our amendment, and 97 percent of 

American farmers, 97 percent, will re-

ceive the exact same payments they 

would under the underlying bill. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 

this amendment. It represents true bal-

ance. It will help farmers and cities 

protect land and water, preserve open 

space, and keep farms in business. It is 

fair, it is equitable, and it deserves our 

support.

b 1330

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say to the 

gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-

LERT), who made reference in his open-

ing comments about the fact that the 

Chair would not agree to a time agree-

ment, I might just mention that we 

have been working on this bill for 9 

months.
This bill was reported from com-

mittee in July. It has been out there. 

People have had the opportunity to 

look at our bill. We have only been able 

to look at this very lengthy and com-

plex amendment, offered by the gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT)

and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

KIND) for the last 36 hours. 
This amendment has a wide variety 

of things which we want to make for 

certain that Members of Congress have 

the opportunity to know are in the bill 

before we, in fact, do vote on it. We 

will have an opportunity to discuss 

that as the day goes on. 
Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Ag-

riculture is appropriately named. I 

think if we look back at what has oc-

curred over the past 4 years, recog-

nizing that we have had virtually 

record-setting low prices for every year 

for commodities across this country, 

and why the Congress very generously 

provided an additional $30 billion was a 

recognition that under a program that 

has not had an adequate safety net, the 

American agricultural economy poten-

tially is in peril. 
So we set out 2 years ago to begin to 

look at what we could do to keep the 

good parts of the current farm bill and 

to make changes in the areas that, in 

fact, needed changes. We recognize that 

we cannot be regional in our approach. 

We have to look at the Nation as a 

whole. We have to look at all aspects of 

legislation, of programs which come 

under our jurisdiction, from food 

stamps to research to export programs 

to commodity programs to conserva-

tion to rural development, to all of 

those things that, in fact, fall under 

our jurisdiction. 
In almost any other climate, the 

areas that we have changed in terms of 

conservation would have been consid-

ered at least generous. For example, in 

the current program versus the new 

program, here are the comparisons of 

some of the numbers. 
In conservation reserve, we have 

moved from 36.4 million acres, a $1.5 

billion increase, to 39.2 million acres. 

In wetland reserves, we have gone from 

1 million acres to 1.5 million acres, 

with a $1.7 billion increase. In the envi-

ronmental quality incentives program, 

we have gone from $1 billion to $12 bil-

lion. In water conservation programs, 

there were no programs, and we have 

gone to $555 million. In wildlife habitat 

incentives programs, we have gone 

from $62 million to $385 million. In 

farmland protection programs, we have 

gone from $52 million to $500 million. 

There was no grassland reserve pro-

gram. We have gone to a program that 

will provide 2 million acres to be able 

to come into contracts and easements. 
But the concern that I have about 

this amendment, let there be no ques-

tion about it, from the approach that 

we are trying to take to deal with 

American agriculture, this amend-

ment, if passed, would totally dev-

astate the bill. 
The reason I say that is because, as 

we have traveled for the last 2 years 

over this country and in every region 

of the country, and as we have had 

many hearings in our committee over 

the past several months, the one thing 

which stood out in all of the rec-

ommendations that the people who 

were suffering the most under the cur-

rent program, was the need for a coun-

tercyclical program. It is the counter-

cyclical program that is being at-

tacked in this amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-

BEST) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST

was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 

minutes.)
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, a 

countercyclical program works in such 

a way that if prices are low, there is a 

safety net which is built into the pro-

gram. I think, to my budget-conscious 

colleagues, of which I am one, this is 

much more of an honest way to deal 

with this problem than ad hoc disaster 

bill after disaster bill after disaster bill 

after disaster bill. 
It also gives an opportunity for farm-

ers to plan much better, because they 

know there is a program in place. If 

prices are high or if prices are good, a 

countercyclical program does not kick 

in.
So I would say to my friends who 

look at this from a spending stand-

point, under our program, if we achieve 

what we are hoping for, and that is 

higher commodity prices, we will spend 

substantially less, substantially less 

than we would by the authors of this 

amendment, if it passed, because this 

spending will be there, regardless of 

what happens to crops. 
If prices next year or the next year or 

the next year are extremely low, do we 

not think that we are going to come 

back to the Congress, because there is 

no mechanism to help in those low- 

price situations, and ask for billions 

upon billions of dollars? 
Another thing, this amendment also 

is very unfair, Mr. Chairman, and I 

think it is important to point out a 

couple of things that sound pretty good 

on the surface, but when we begin to 

look under a little bit, we begin to re-

alize that this is a little inequitable. 
It is great to name the people who 

get payments. We are only taking from 

the top 5 or 10, percent, or whatever. 

Let me just mention, for one thing, 

that it is sort of like one robs money 

where the bank is; the reason some 

people get more money is because they 

produce more. They are more at risk. 

They are the ones who provide the food 

and fiber for this country. They are not 

hobby farmers, they make their living 
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farming. They are heavily at risk every 

year with weather and with pricing 

conditions over which they have no 

control, and with huge increases in the 

price of production. 
Let us talk about how inequitable 

this is. If we take and separate this 

across the top 10 percent of those, and 

that sounds good, only the top 10 per-

cent, if we are on an average corn farm 

of 409 acres, which is not a big farm, 

that would receive, on an average 

yield, $12,500 in a fixed decoupled pay-

ments, that farmer would be cut back 

to $4,250, whereas his neighbor on a 392- 

acre, who would fall just below the cut-

off point, would get $12,500. That seems 

to me to be a terribly inequitable situ-

ation.
If there is a countercyclical program, 

and the only commodity in the country 

is corn that has a low price, then all of 

the other producers in the country do 

not share in this. All of the money 

comes off of the top producers of the 

people who produce corn. 
So just by capping, you are hurting 

the people who actually need the help 

the most. The people who have good 

crops, the people who have good prices 

are not going to be affected because 

that is the design of our program. They 

are not going to get that payment, 

anyway. But the person who actually 

would need it, because the prices are so 

low, is going to be the one that is dam-

aged the most. So it seems to me to be 

extremely inequitable. 
I understand, it is much easier for 

people to come up and try to create di-

visions among regions of the country 

when they do not have to represent the 

country as a whole. The gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and I went 

into this whole discussion and debate, 

for the last 2 years on farm policy, rec-

ognizing that we have to look at agri-

culture as a whole. We have to rep-

resent this entire country. We have to 

look at it as to what we can do to 

maintain a balance in which everybody 

feels that they are being treated equi-

tably.
Yes, the gentleman from New York 

(Mr. BOEHLERT) and the gentleman 

from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) have a 

group of people for their amendment, 

but I did not notice that the people 

who farmed for a living are the people 

who are for their amendment. If we 

look at people who are in support of 

the House bill as passed by the com-

mittee, we will find it is the American 

farmer. It is the person out there pro-

viding the food and fiber for the people 

in this country, and it is the one group 

that has been hurt more economically 

in the last 4 years of any economic 

group in the country. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the amendment. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I am one of 

the named sponsors of this amendment 

today. I am also a proud member of the 

Committee on Agriculture. 

Just to set the record straight, the 

amendment that we are offering today 

is not something that is new. In fact, it 

is based on legislation that I, along 

with 56 other Members of this body, in-

troduced last June, the Working Lands 

Stewardship Act. It was an amendment 

that we had discussed during the mark-

up of this farm bill in committee at the 

end of July, with the hopes of being 

able to discuss with the leadership fur-

ther about working out some arrange-

ment in regard to what we would like 

to accomplish. 
So with all due respect to the chair-

man, to claim that this is new or some-

thing just thrown upon them in the 

last 36 hours is not accurate. 
Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-

man and the ranking member and the 

other members on the committee and 

the staff for the hard work that they 

have done in this farm bill. It is not an 

easy task to try to craft farm policy to 

help all our family farmers throughout 

the country. We can stipulate today 

that all of us have the intent to try to 

help our family farmers and the pro-

ducers in this country under very dif-

ficult and challenging times. 
I represent a district in Wisconsin. 

The dairy industry is still the number 

one industry in the State of Wisconsin. 

In my congressional district in western 

Wisconsin, I have close to 10,500 family 

farms alone who are producing dairy, 

but every one of them is also producing 

commodity crops. So the claim that 

those of us offering this amendment 

are not working in the interests of 

family farmers is not fair or accurate. 
Today we have a chance to fun-

damentally reform agriculture policy 

so all farmers in all regions of the 

country will benefit under the next 

farm bill. The amendment we have 

today takes a little bit of the increase 

in subsidy payments that will go to the 

largest commodity producers in the 

country and will instead move those 

resources into voluntary incentive- 

based land and water conservation pro-

grams.
As the Bush administration made 

clear in their statement on farm policy 

released just yesterday, even they can-

not support the committee bill be-

cause, and I quote, ‘‘. . . it misses the 

opportunity to modernize the Nation’s 

farm programs through market-ori-

ented tools, innovative environmental 

programs, including extending benefits 

to working lands, and aid programs 

that are consistent with our trade 

agenda.’’
Our amendment accomplishes all 

these objectives by relying on flexible 

and innovative conservation programs 

that all farmers in all regions of the 

country can participate in, and it is en-

tirely compliant with our WTO and 

trade agreement responsibilities. 
These objectives are far from radical, 

as some of our opponents claim. In 

fact, they are entirely consistent with 

where the Bush administration’s prin-
ciples and farm policy lie, and it is con-
sistent with the work currently being 
done in the United States Senate. 

This is what the Bush administration 
had to say in their statement of policy 
released yesterday in regard to the 
committee bill: 

‘‘Some of our Nation’s producers are 
in serious financial straits, especially 
smaller farmers and ranchers. Rather 
than address these unmet needs, H.R. 
2646 will continue to direct the greatest 
share of resources to those least in 
need of government assistance. Nearly 
half of all recent government payments 
have gone to the largest 8 percent of 
farms, usually very large producers, 
while more than half of all U.S. farm-
ers share in only 13 percent of the pay-
ments. H.R. 2646 would only increase 
this disparity.’’ 

So Members do not have to take our 
word for it on the floor, or from others 
who support the amendment, they 
merely need to just look at the Bush 
administration’s only statement of pol-
icy on the farm bill to understand 
where they lie in regard to the com-
mittee work. 

Our amendment provides economic 
assistance to all farmers who want to 
meet their environmental challenges. 
Unfortunately, today, most farmers, 
ranchers, and foresters are rejected 

when they apply for conservation pay-

ments. Seventy percent of farmers and 

ranchers seeking Federal funds to im-

prove water quality are annually re-

jected due to the inadequacy of fund-

ing. More than 3,000 farmers offering to 

restore more than one-half million 

acres of wetlands are currently being 

rejected due to the inadequacy of fund-

ing. Nine out of ten farmers and ranch-

ers offering to preserve their farms and 

preserve open space against sprawl by 

selling their developmental rights are 

currently being rejected because of the 

inadequacy of funding. Three thousand 

farmers and ranchers offering to create 

wildlife habitat on their farms and 

ranches are currently being rejected 

because of the inadequacy of funding. 

b 1345

Three out of every four farmers and 

ranchers seeking basic technical assist-

ance for their conservation plans on 

their own land are currently being re-

jected due to the inadequacy of fund-

ing. Unfortunately, just about all of 

these stewards will continue to be re-

jected under H.R. 2646 being offered 

today.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad-

dress some of the specific misinforma-

tion spread about this amendment. 
Supporters of H.R. 2646 claim that 

the passage of our amendment will 

cause irreparable harm to the agricul-

tural economy and to small farmers. 

Nothing could be further from the 

truth.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 
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the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

KIND) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. KIND

was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 

minutes.)
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, in fact, 

under our amendment, all farmers, in-

cluding commodity crop farmers, will 

still receive substantial increases in 

Federal farm funding. Specifically, our 

amendment would leave intact a dou-

bling of subsidy payments to com-

modity producers from what they re-

ceived under the 1996 farm bill. 
How do we pay for our amendment? 

We find offsets from the largest, the 

biggest of the big, commodity pro-

ducers, the 10 percent. In fact, this pie 

chart shows the universe of farmers in 

the country today. Seventy percent of 

our farmers do not produce the com-

modity crops or receive the subsidy 

payments that would be affected under 

our amendment. With the remaining 30 

percent of those commodity producers, 

90 percent of them are held harmless; 

and, therefore, the offsets would only 

come from 3 percent of the farmers or 

producers in this country. Hardly a 

revolutionary sea change. 
Of those 3 percent, they would still 

be receiving a doubling of the subsidy 

payments that they are currently re-

ceiving under the former farm bill 

passed in 1996. Hardly a radical change 

in policy proposal. What we are advo-

cating in our amendment is simple 

fairness, simple equity, to recognize 

that there is a vast universe of farmers 

and producers in many regions 

throughout the country that are cur-

rently excluded under current farm 

bills and would continue to be excluded 

under the new farm bill. 
That is why we feel the Boehlert- 

Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment is 

fair. It is time for a fundamental 

change in farm policy. I would encour-

age our colleagues to support us in this 

amendment.
Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-

ment offered by my friends and col-

leagues, the gentlemen from New York 

and Wisconsin (Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 

KIND).
We do need strong conservation ef-

forts on the farm. The bill itself in-

creases the baseline figures for con-

servation efforts by almost 80 percent 

over the previous bill. The bill already 

encourages conservation by providing 

more cost-share assistance and con-

servation program funding. 
I had a meeting with representatives 

of Ducks Unlimited and Pheasants For-

ever and other conservation groups in 

Iowa, and they liked this conservation 

funding that is in this basic bill. A 

farm bill must also protect the Na-

tion’s food production and maintain 

stability on our farms and in our rural 

communities. Passage of the Kind 

amendment would hinder those efforts. 

Over the first 3 years of legislation, if 

the Kind amendment passed, Iowa 

farmers would lose over $800 million in 

support. That, Mr. Chairman, would 

not be kind to Iowa farm families or 

the small towns and merchants that 

depend on their business. 
In these troubled economic times, 

that could precipitate a rural farm cri-

sis like something we saw in the 1980’s 

in Iowa. Over the past several years, 

the farm economy has been stabilized 

by support of Congress through supple-

mental programs. In a time of eco-

nomic uncertainty in our Nation, the 

last thing we need to do is to increase 

that uncertainty in our farm commu-

nity.
Mr. Chairman, this spring I called for 

Congress to pass a farm bill this year 

because our rural communities and 

farmers need a farm bill now. The trag-

ic events of last month have not 

changed that. We should move forward 

this year with a farm bill, and we 

should move forward with a commodity 

title that is not reduced by $1.9 billion. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of this 

amendment and passage of the under-

lying bill. 
Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, first I would like to 

commend and congratulate the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-

HOLM) and the gentleman from Ken-

tucky (Mr. LUCAS) and all the members 

of the committee for the hard work 

they have done on this legislation over 

the past 2 years. I would like to thank 

the chairman for holding a hearing in 

my district while we were writing this 

legislation at Cookstown University. 
Finally, as the ranking Democrat on 

the Subcommittee of Conservation, 

Credit, Rural Development and Re-

search, I would like to thank the com-

mittee and particularly the gentleman 

from Kentucky (Mr. LUCAS) for their 

significant increase in funding and in-

vestment in conservation. 
By saying that, Mr. Chairman, I am 

reminded of the words of our former 

great Speaker when he said, ‘‘All poli-

tics is local.’’ 
Mr. Chairman, not only all politics is 

local, but all public policy is local. I 

want the leaders of my committee to 

know that I take no pleasure in oppos-

ing them on this amendment. But at 

the end of the day, every Member in 

this body must look at this legislation 

and see how it effects their State and 

how it effects their district. 
When I look at this legislation, even 

with its increased investment in con-

servation, the funding distribution is 

just not fair to the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania where agriculture is still 

the number one industry. I believe it is 

the number one industry in New York 

or the Northeastern part of the coun-

try.

I listen very closely to my mentor 
and leader, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM) over the last few years, 
and it is true that as a result of the 
1996 farm bill that some of the inequi-
ties that Pennsylvania faced and the 
Northeast faced was brought on by our-
selves, by our own producers’ unwill-
ingness to participate in traditional 
programs because we do not grow farm 
commodities.

So I went and worked very closely 
with the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, with their Department of Agri-
culture. I said, What can we do? What 
can we bring to this floor to try to 
have a better distribution of Federal 
investment in agriculture? 

The message was heard loud and 
clear that we need to have more with 
conservation. Even with the increase of 
75 or 80 percent that the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. LUCAS) worked so 
hard for, the distribution still is not 
fair. If we can get more money into the 
conservation title, it will give the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania more 
options to take up the backlog that 
they have at EQIP or Farmland Pro-
tect or CRP or any of the other pro-
grams that we have not been able to 
utilize significantly. 

I know this is coming down to a re-
gional vote. I want to commend the 
leaders for bringing this legislation to 
the floor, but we all need to look at 
this. I urge all the Members from the 
Northeast and from the mid-Atlantic 
States to look closely at this legisla-
tion and examine what it does to each 
Member’s district. I believe we can do 
better.

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words as Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit, 
Rural Development and Research in 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I think we 
need to step back and look at the un-
derlying bill that this amendment pro-
poses to change, a bill that makes a 
dramatic commitment to conservation 
in this country: 16 billion new dollars 
over a 10-year period, bringing con-
servation spending in the agricultural 
bill to $37 billion over the life of the 
bill; a $1 billion increase in the EQIP 
program; increasing the CRP program, 
the conservation reserve program, to 39 
million acres; a million and a half new 
acres to be enrolled in WRP; $500 mil-
lion over the life of the bill to go to 
eradicate and determine and make 
things happen when it comes to farm 
land protection; wildlife habitat incen-
tive programs, an additional 25 million 
a year, ramping up to 50 million a year; 
a two million acre grasslands reserve 
program from scratch. It is a major 
commitment that this committee 
made.

Now, why do I rise to oppose the 
Boehlert-Kind amendment? Why do I 
think that the Boehlert-Kind amend-
ment will add more strings and more 
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restrictions to conservation programs 

for farmers and ranchers out there? Let 

us look for a moment at EQIP. 
EQIP, the program that is voluntary, 

that farmers and ranchers use when 

they think the programs will help 

them in their conservation efforts and 

meet their environmental challenges. 

We had hearings across this topic, 

hearing from 23 different groups, and 4 

basic topics came back from producers 

in EQIP: Provide more money; reform 

the priority area system; provide more 

flexibility; make the EQIP process fair 

for all producers. 
How did we respond in H.R. 2646? We 

increased EQIP spending from $200 mil-

lion a year to $1.285 billion a year. 

Twelve billion over 10 years. The 

amendment drops that back to 10 bil-

lion, a reduction. 
Also in the amendment, they spend 

money on programs that were never re-

quested by producers. The water qual-

ity incentives program that gives 

drinking water utilities, not producers, 

control over the program. Further-

more, this program adds monitoring 

and compliance requirements to the 

EQIP program and then charges the 

producer for those costs. Why would 

producers want more regulatory guide-

lines? Why would producers want to 

spend money on programs they never 

asked for or endorsed? Who controls 

the information collected by these util-

ities? Not us, and there is certainly no 

guarantee of confidentiality in this 

amendment.
The second biggest producer problem 

with EQIP is that USDA sets up these 

priority districts with 65 percent of the 

EQIP funds going to the prioritized 

areas. What did that cause? Well, that 

led producers across the country to 

find that if they were in the wrong 

county or on the wrong side of the 

county line, if they were on the wrong 

side of the river, they were denied 

funding simply because they were out-

side of the priority area. H.R. 2646 

makes the Secretary consider EQIP 

contracts on their own merit and 

value. This amendment retains the cur-

rent law that forces USDA to set up 

priority areas that pit producer against 

producer.
What was one of the other things 

that producers asked for? They repeat-

edly stated they wanted more flexi-

bility. This amendment takes away 

flexibility. It forces the Secretary to 

commit at least 40 percent of the funds 

to four particular areas. In other 

words, 40 percent of the money is tied 

up from the very get-go, and if the pro-

ducers do not request those programs 

as specified, then the money is wasted. 

The money is lost. It is not available to 

the rest of EQIP. 
What else did producers make clear? 

They made it clear that they wanted 

an EQIP program for all producers. 

H.R. 2646 changed the EQIP program to 

make the program fair to all producers. 

It allows contracts to vary from 1 year 

to 10 in length instead of the current 5- 

to 10-year contracts. This allows small 

producers who want to do shorter con-

tracts to use the EQIP program. 
H.R. 2646 allows small producers to 

get paid in the same year they sign the 

contract. Currently they have to wait a 

year following the contract to receive 

their cost share money. H.R. 2646 

makes the contract be considered by 

USDA on its own merit and value. 

What a concept, judging each contract 

on its own merit, and H.R. 2646 caps the 

money that can be spent per year per 

contract so that money is available to 

all producers. 
The Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell 

amendment is biased toward certain 

producers.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman from Oklahoma 

(Mr. LUCAS) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. LUCAS of

Oklahoma was allowed to proceed for 2 

additional minutes.) 
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, it ensures that small and so-

cially-disadvantaged farmers are 

awarded a contract. It sounds meri-

torious on its surface, but does this 

mean that they are the cause of pollu-

tion or want a contract any worse than 

other producers? Of course not. Con-

tracts should be considered on their 

own merit and value. 
Further, this amendment retains the 

current law that allows the largest pro-

ducers to outbid small- to medium- 

sized farmers. I urge my colleagues to 

vote for their producers. Vote for this 

environmentally friendly underlying 

base bill H.R. 2646 and oppose this 

amendment.
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the req-

uisite number of words. 
I rise to oppose this amendment. As a 

leader of the Congressional Sportsmen 

Caucus who spent a number of months 

working with a task force that we set 

up to look specifically at the conserva-

tion part of the farm bill, and also 

spending the last couple of years look-

ing at these programs, we have been 

working with all interested parties to 

improve Federal programs that pro-

mote soil and water conservation, wild-

life habitat, water quality and farm-

land preservation. 
I oppose this current amendment, not 

because of its intent, but because the 

amendment really goes too far in some 

ways at the wrong time. I recognize the 

hard work and good intentions of my 

friend the gentleman from Wisconsin 

(Mr. KIND), the gentleman from New 

York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the gentleman 

from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) and 

others, and I even support several of 

the programs and features that they 

have in this amendment, but it is sim-

ply not possible, and this is the conclu-

sion that we came to, to support this 

entire package with what it costs and 

do the kinds of things that we need to 

do for farmers to keep them in busi-

ness.
It is not time to start new programs 

that have not been through the com-

mittee process and have not been sub-

jected to hearings and the work that 

needs to be done, and it is just not pos-

sible to do all of the good things that 

they want to do, in our opinion, and 

some of it, frankly, I have some con-

cerns about. 

b 1400

Now, Mr. Chairman, the farm bill, as 

we know, is an act of careful balance 

and compromise; and we have spent a 

lot of time trying to come to that. So 

I ask my colleagues to take a step back 

and recall the past farm bill debates. 

My colleagues may remember past dis-

agreements were over how much fund-

ing to include for conservation pro-

grams. The fights were over whether 

we are going to keep these important 

programs from being completely elimi-

nated in some of these bills, and 

through the years we have struggled to 

keep and improve the programs that 

we have. 
Now, we have been through, I think, 

the talk about what is in this bill. 

There are significant increases for con-

servation. And in the task force that 

looked at this, we came to the conclu-

sion that the best thing to do with the 

available money is put it into the ex-

isting programs that have big back-

logs. These programs have worked well. 

They have done tremendous things, the 

CRP, WRP. They have brought back 

ducks and pheasants and deer to the 

levels we have never seen in this coun-

try. And with the resources, we just did 

not feel this was a time to go in setting 

up new programs that may or may not 

work or may or may not be the right 

thing to do. 
One of the other big problems with 

the current amendment is the dramatic 

cuts it makes in commodity programs 

that these farmers need. Now, sup-

porters claim these cuts are on the 

largest farmers that do not really rep-

resent family farms. I would just like 

for everybody to understand that the 

USDA says that a large farm is one 

that has more than $250,000 worth of 

gross receipts. That is 15 percent of the 

farmers in this country, and the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is 

talking about 10 percent. 

Well, those 15 percent of the farmers 

produce 54 percent of the food, and 

they only get 47 percent of the Govern-

ment payments. On the other hand, the 

smaller farmers, the 85 percent that 

produce 46 percent of the food, they get 

53 percent of the payments. So do not 

get drug into this big-versus-little 

issue. This will hurt everybody, and 

the chairman I think did a good job of 

pointing out that it is not the right 

kind of solution given the times we are 

in.
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Now, the National Farmers Union, 

the Farm Bureau, every major com-

modity group, all reality-based con-

servation groups oppose the deep cuts 

this amendment makes. Farmers are 

on the front lines of conservation. 

These groups understand that we can-

not have successful conservation by 

eliminating the certainty and the safe-

ty net that our farmers need. 
Supporters of this amendment may 

have forgotten that the farm bill is 

still a work in process. The House Com-

mittee on Agriculture has worked over 

2 years to develop this bill. We act 

today in a continuum that includes 

further negotiations, including a con-

ference committee with the Senate; 

and at no time has the bill language 

been set in stone. We have been mas-

saging this as we have gone through. In 

addition to the large increases in con-

servation funding provided in the com-

mittee markup, there have been sig-

nificant improvements since then that 

have been made possible with contin-

ued negotiations with the committee. 
I want to commend the chairman for 

his willingness and openness to work 

with the Sportsmen’s Caucus, Water-

fowl Task Force, and groups like 

Pheasants Forever, the International 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agen-

cies, and the Nature Conservancy. I 

think it is regretful that some wildlife 

groups and the environmental commu-

nity resisted compromise and negotia-

tion with the committee by endorsing 

this amendment only a few days after 

there was committee action. 
So I urge my colleagues to join me 

today and oppose this amendment and 

support the bill. 
Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words 

in opposition to this amendment. 
I have served on the Committee on 

Agriculture, and I am proud of my 

service there, for 6 years. This is my 

second farm bill. This is the fairest 

farm bill that has been put together 

during the time that I have been here 

and during the last two times that we 

have put together farm bills. Dozens of 

hearings have been held. People have 

been asked their opinions all over this 

country. What should we be doing? 

What should farm policy really be? 
There are 51 members on the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. It is a broad- 

based committee. It represents Amer-

ica. It represents the interests of 

America. One of the authors of this 

amendment is a member of that com-

mittee; and I am told that he had the 

opportunity to trot out this idea, to 

offer it in the full committee, but then 

he realized that it did not have stand-

ing in the committee; that he could not 

find anybody to support it. So what did 

he do? He either withdrew it or decided 

not to offer it. So that is why it is not 

a part of the bill. It is not a part of the 

delicate balancing act that there needs 

to be to put together a farm bill to 

serve the country, not one particular 

region of the country. 
So part of the reason that we should 

vote against this is because this was 

tried in the committee; and the com-

mittee, for whatever reason, did not 

want to vote on it or the gentleman did 

not have the votes. The gentleman 

knows there was a debate, he knows he 

did not have the support, so he decided 

to get some of the other groups, con-

servation groups, and bring it to the 

floor and short-circuit the system that 

we all have to live under when we bring 

a major piece of legislation like this to 

the floor. 
So that is one fault with it. I will tell 

my colleagues the other part. The 

chairman of the Committee on Science, 

who is also an author of this and is 

part of the process here, knows how 

difficult it is to put bills together. He 

knows that. He is the chairman on the 

Committee on Science, and he has done 

a lot of good work on environmental 

issues. But the idea that somehow the 

gentleman was ignored or this issue 

was ignored is nonsense. It is just sim-

ply not true. It was an idea that has 

been out there. It has been floating 

around. It was a part of the discussion 

in the Committee on Agriculture. And 

so, as a chairman, I would think the 

gentleman would think better of the 

fact that if it was brought before the 

committee, that maybe he would have 

thought better than to try to short-cir-

cuit what went on. 
The best name for this amendment is 

the ‘‘land grab amendment,’’ because 

this affects the idea that we can take a 

big chunk out of a farm bill that was 

delicately put together and turn it into 

something that can be called conserva-

tion or preserving the land. I have the 

largest CRP program in the country in 

central Illinois and the 14 counties. I 

take no back seat to anybody, make no 

apologies for the fact that we have a 

big conservation program. We are 

doing an awful lot with conservation, 

with the Nature Conservancy, with a 

lot of the different conservation 

groups; and we have done well by that. 

But we have done it under the pro-

grams established by the Congress, es-

tablished by the 51 members of the 

committee who sit on the committee, 

who worked very hard to put this to-

gether.
This is a very, very bad idea because 

it short-circuits the process. It goes 

around the process. It simply does not 

make sense to do this to the chairman, 

to the ranking member, to the mem-

bers of the committee, the 51 members 

of the committee, who had an oppor-

tunity to talk about this. There is an 

increase in conservation. We all know 

that. That has been well stated here. It 

is not as if it has been short-circuited. 

It certainly has not. 
The bottom line is if Members want 

to save the family farm, if they really 

want to do something for small farm-

ers, if they want to help agriculture, if 
they really want to send a message to 
a part of our economy that has been in 
a recession while the rest of the econ-
omy has been booming for the last 5 
years, because agriculture has been in 
recession; and we have passed on this 
floor $30 billion of additional pay-
ments, so that has been taken care of, 
but if my colleagues really want to 
help farmers, the small family farm, if 
they want to save the family farm, if 
they want to really give opportunity to 
the small farmer, they will defeat this 
amendment which sends the message 
that it cannot be a part of the overall 
bill. It does not fit. It does not work. It 
is not a part of what was put together. 

This is an opportunity, I think, to 
really send a message that we believe 
in the family farm, we are going to 
help the family farmer, and we are 
going to do all we can to support the 
family farm. We are not going to have 
to pass additional payments year in 
and year out because we have put to-
gether a farm bill. The chairman and 
the ranking member deserve a lot of 
credit. They traveled the country. 
They went to many counties. They 
went to many States. They listened to 
people.

This is a good opportunity to say to 
people we are with you, we are going to 
help you, we are going to save the fam-
ily farm. Defeat the Kind amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
enjoyed the comments that have been 
just made; and regrettably, they are 
useful, but only slightly so. This is a 
good amendment to a good bill. It is a 
good amendment that makes a good 
bill much better. 

The President had some words to say 
to my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle the other day. The administration 
noted that nearly half of the govern-
ment payments have gone to the larg-
est 8 percent of the farms, while more 
than half of all the other farmers have 
received only 13 percent. 

Now, where are the cuts that are 
made here, about which my colleagues 
on the Committee on Agriculture com-
plain so much in the amendment? They 
are to the commodity section. But in-
teresting to note is that the com-
modity section is going to pay more 
than it has in the past to the American 

farmer. So the American farmer is 

going to do fine under this. 
LDP payments are increased. But 

where is the big increase? The big in-

crease in funding under this legislation 

is to conservation. And it is going in a 

way which permits all farmers, espe-

cially the smaller farmers, to begin to 

draw an adequate opportunity to par-

ticipate in funding for conservation 

purposes.
It is noteworthy, I would tell my col-

leagues, that three out of four farmers 
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have been turned away from the con-

servation programs because of a lack of 

money. Three out of four. This is going 

to give the little farmer a chance to 

participate in conservation, where 

there is an enormous benefit. The only 

conservation programs that have really 

received significant increases under 

the bill are those which have benefited 

the big farmers, not the little farmers. 

This switches it. 
This takes care of the hunters, the 

conservationists, the people who are 

concerned about wise handling of our 

lands and public resources. It sees to it 

the money goes into the hands of the 

little farmer, who will begin to spend 

money, which he does not now have for 

conservation, for the protection of fish 

and wildlife, for keeping our waters 

clean and safe. 
It is not going to benefit some of the 

enormous hog farmers, or the farmers 

who, and I am not sure we can really 

call them farmers, but people who put 

enormous numbers of hogs or cattle in 

feedlots and stuff them, producing un-

believable amounts of manure. We can 

use other laws to address those prob-

lems by making them clean up as pol-

luters, if they in fact are doing that. 
The amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) in-

creases the Wetland Reserve Program, 

it increases the Farm Protection Pro-

gram, it increases the Wildlife Habitat 

Incentives Program, it increases funds 

for conservation of private grazing 

lands, it increases the Grassland Re-

serve Program, and conservation tech-

nical assistance. Those are things 

which we need to do in the interest of 

all. The Conservation Reserve Pro-

gram, a program which will assist tran-

sition from conventional to organic 

farming programs, those are things 

which are important. 
I have listened to some of my col-

leagues tell me how the real conserva-

tion organizations favor the bill. Per-

haps. But the real conservation organi-

zations favor the amendment. The 

International Association of Game, 

Fish and Conservation Commissioners, 

Sierra Club, the National Wildlife Fed-

eration. Every meaningful conserva-

tion organization. Ducks Unlimited, 

Pheasants Unlimited. Those organiza-

tions support the amendment. 
What we are seeking here is an op-

portunity to benefit all of the farmers; 

to increase money going to the real 

farmer, to the family farmer, and to 

the little farmer to enable them to 

spend money for conservation, for pro-

grams which benefit everybody and 

which responsible farmers like. 
I met with some farmers who came in 

to see me the other day. They were 

complaining about my support of this 

amendment. I said, it is going to leave 

you with more money for your com-

modities programs. It is going to leave 

you with much more money and access 

to conservation programs that are 

good. What are your complaints? They 

really had no complaints. 
If this is explained properly to the 

farmers, they will understand and they 

will see that what we are doing is good. 

I urge the adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
It has been interesting listening to 

this debate, and again we are wan-

dering a bit far afield. I want to clarify 

one thing for the benefit of all Mem-

bers.

b 1415

Mr. Chairman, Pheasants Forever 

supports the base bill as it is written. I 

want to come back to two very impor-

tant facts that Members seem to be 

getting away from. 

Fact number one, this is a farm bill. 

Did everybody hear that? This is a 

farm bill. This is not an environmental 

bill, and Members need to think about 

that.

Fact number two, this bill increases 

conservation programs by 78 percent. I 

understand that may not be enough for 

some people, but that is a huge in-

crease. The gentleman from Michigan 

(Mr. DINGELL) just talked about farm-

ers who were turned away on some of 

the conservation programs. He was evi-

dently talking about the EQIP pro-

gram. We increased that program 

under this bill from about $200 million 

to $1.2 billion. That is a huge increase. 

But what this amendment is about is 

redefining what a ‘‘real farmer’’ is. We 

just heard that expression. A real farm-

er is somebody who farms full time. 

When I hear these arguments, even 

coming from some of the folks in the 

administration who have never seen a 

real farm, they do not seem to under-

stand that out in places where we real-

ly farm, farmers do not farm 20 or 30 

acres any more. To be a real farmer, 

farmers have to farm 400, 600, 800 acres, 

or more. 

According to the research that we 

have from FAPRI, which is an inde-

pendent, nonpartisan farm consulting 

group, they said that this amendment 

will cut payments to farmers who grow 

more than 409 acres in Minnesota, the 

payments they could receive, by two- 

thirds. That is devastating. Two-thirds. 

Somebody who is growing 409 acres of 

corn in Minnesota is not a big farmer. 

That is not a corporate farmer. 

Incidently, in the State of Min-

nesota, and in most States now, we 

have outlawed corporate farming. 

There are no corporate farms. The only 

corporate farms we have are family- 

owned corporations where a brother, a 

sister, two brothers, a family has cre-

ated a corporation. 

This is bad business. We have to talk 

about that average family farm. It is 

going to affect them. One of the things 

that we have tried to do in this bill, 

and I congratulate the chairman and 

the ranking member because I think 

they have come together and realized 

one of the weaknesses we had in farm 

policy is we did not have a counter-

cyclical program. We gave people too 

much money when prices were good; 

and then we had to come back with 

these supplemental programs when 

prices were bad. 
Mr. Chairman, we want predict-

ability not only for that average farm-

er, we want predictability for the Fed-

eral budget. This is a good bill as writ-

ten. We cannot afford to strip away $1.9 

billion every year from that average 

family farmer, to take away that sup-

port in the countercyclical payments, 

and put it into additional conservation 

programs. Seventy-eight percent is 

more than enough. This is a farm bill, 

not an environmental bill. Defeat the 

Kind amendment. Pass the bill as writ-

ten.
Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, in its 

current form, the farm bill before us 

shortchanges conservation programs 

that serve farms and ranches of all 

sizes all over the country while in-

creasing subsidies for large, often cor-

porate operations that are producing 

commodity crops in specific parts of 

the country. 
Many farmers and ranchers want to 

be good stewards of the land, to restore 

lost wetlands, grasslands, and imple-

ment a variety of other practices to 

protect wildlife habitat. There is a long 

list of farmers eager to participate in 

conservation programs. Currently, 67 

percent of the payments go to only 10 

percent of the farmers, excluding most 

of our Nation’s farms. 
The Boehlert-Kind amendment 

makes payments available to more 

farmers in more regions of the country 

by funding conservation programs from 

which all farmers can benefit because 

they are not based primarily on the 

level of production of a narrow group of 

crops. The Boehlert-Kind amendment 

shifts only about 2.5 percent of the 

overall dollar authorization in this leg-

islation away from the largest cor-

porate producers and increases the 

funding for land conservation programs 

in every single State in the country. 
Furthermore, President Bush does 

not support the committee’s bill in its 

current form. The statement of admin-

istration policy states that the farm 

bill, ‘‘Misses an opportunity to mod-

ernize the Nation’s farm program 

through innovative environmental pro-

grams, including extending benefits to 

working lands.’’ 
The Bush administration also criti-

cizes the bill for encouraging over-

production when prices are low and for 

failing to help the agricultural pro-

ducers most in need, especially smaller 

farms and ranches. 
Mr. Chairman, we have an oppor-

tunity to address these flaws by voting 
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in support of the Boehlert-Kind- 

Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. This 

amendment will aid small and medium- 

sized agricultural producers while ex-

panding conservation programs. I urge 

all Members to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the 

amendment.
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I have a few com-

ments about statements by some of the 

previous speakers. First of all, I want 

to tell the Nation that we are here con-

cerned and continue to work on the 

problems that occurred in New York, 

Washington, and Pennsylvania. We are 

working to make America safer, more 

secure, and more economically viable, 

even though we are strongly debating 

differences of opinion in the agri-

culture bill. 
Mr. Chairman, I also want to say 

that the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) have done a 

pretty good job on this agriculture bill 

because they have funneled dollars 

where they needed to go. My disagree-

ment is the equitable distribution of 

those dollars and the number of dol-

lars. Not in the Committee on Agri-

culture, but I worked with the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

some years ago on nutrient manage-

ment problems. In my area it was poul-

try, and in his area it was dairy. There 

are many of us not on the Committee 

on Agriculture that live in agricultural 

communities. I am the first generation 

of my family not born on the farm, and 

yet I have an intimate relationship 

with agriculture. 
I thank the gentleman from Okla-

homa (Mr. LUCAS) for his increase in 

conservation dollars, and I trust his 

judgment because he is a good and fine 

gentleman.
Mr. Chairman, the issue here with me 

is the perspective on the equitable, my 

word, equitable, distribution of dollars, 

throughout the Nation toward those 

farms with a sense of urgency that are 

in the most need over the next few 

years. They are out there. 
This amendment goes a long way to-

wards dealing with agriculture that is 

intimately related with environmental 

issues. Agriculture deals with soil, one 

of the most complex things on Earth. 
As a matter of fact, when one thinks 

about milk, think about buying a car-

ton of milk. Does one think about 

going to the store and pulling it off the 

shelf; or do my colleagues think about 

the sun shining on grass, and then the 

whole natural process that goes from 

there to producing milk. Agriculture is 

intimately tied in with environmental 

issues, with the mechanics of natural 

processes.
So the issue here is how do we keep 

our rural areas economically viable? 

How do we keep our rural areas rural? 

Well, we do that by creating a situa-

tion where agriculture can be unique 

and profitable. And how does agri-

culture remain unique and profitable? 

It remains unique and profitable if 

those farmers can not only produce the 

corn, the wheat, the poultry, the hogs, 

the milk, et cetera, et cetera, but close 

to where they produce it, they can 

process it. They can package it. They 

can market it within a particular re-

gion. It is value added. 
How else do we keep this rural area 

viable? We keep it environmentally 

sound. The conservation in this amend-

ment goes a long way into making 

those rural areas environmentally pris-

tine. The water quality is going to im-

prove. The forest habitat is going to 

improve. The wildlife habitat is going 

to improve. 
As a matter of fact, contained in this 

amendment is a unique perspective on 

the conservation programs. Up to this 

point the conservation programs were 

applied to one farm at a time. What we 

do in this amendment is to help create 

a regional approach so many farmers 

can get together and submit these 

plans to USDA, and then get those dol-

lars for a regional approach. It does not 

have to be just one State, it could be in 

a multistate region. 
In my area of Delmarva, we have 

Delaware, Maryland and Virginia. We 

are working on what we call Chesa-

peake fields, to keep agriculture via-

ble, profitable, and environmentally 

sound, and create a conservation cor-

ridor from Virginia to Pennsylvania for 

wildlife.
There has also been some discussion 

that I have heard here today and I have 

heard in the last few days about hobby 

farmers. Well, just because a farmer 

has a small farm and just because a 

farmer’s wife has to work in the bank 

or is a schoolteacher or drives a bus 

does not mean that farmer is not put-

ting his heart and soul and grit and life 

into that dirt to make that farm prof-

itable because that farm was received 

from the farmer’s great, great grand-

parents 200 years ago; or maybe the 

farmer is a recent farmer. 
Mr. Chairman, this is not about 

small farmers getting a subsidy be-

cause they are not competitive with 

the big farmers, and I do not want to 

go where some of us have gone pitting 

the big farmers against the small farm-

ers. This is about preserving the infra-

structure of agriculture for itself, for 

water quality, for wildlife habitat, but 

mostly to preserve the family farm be-

cause that is American. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 

requisite number of words. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we pass 

the Boehlert - Kind - Gilchrest - Din-

gell amendment. I think this is the 

most important amendment because I 

think this is really an amendment 

about the compact that will be forged 

in this country, about the future of 
farming in this country. 

We used to have a colleague in this 
Congress from Minnesota, and he used 
to get up and talk about the farm bill. 
He was on the Committee on Agri-
culture, and he would say we have dou-
bled the productivity of the American 
farmer every 10 years. And he would 
say the way we did it was we put half 
of them out of work during that 10- 
year period so there are only half as 
many left. 

We have had farm bill after farm bill 
after farm bill, and year after year 
what we hear about is the distress in 
farm country and the plight of the fam-
ily farmer, about the people moving to 
the cities, and the people who cannot 
leave their farms to their children and 
cannot produce and make a living, and 
somebody else in the family has to 
take a job. 

My colleague stood up earlier and 
said this is not an environmental bill, 
this is a farm bill. Well, America has 
gotten a lot smaller, a lot more crowd-
ed. Farmers cannot farm in isolation 
any longer. 

The problems in the Chesapeake Bay, 
the problems in the San Francisco Bay, 
the problems in the Gulf of Mexico, the 
problems in Santa Monica Bay and 
Puget Sound, many of them start hun-
dreds of miles away on farmlands 

where farmers do not have the capa-

bility, the resources, the wherewithal 

to protect the runoffs, to protect the 

offsite impacts of their work. 
This committee has struggled with 

that, and the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) have addressed 

that; but this amendment has made the 

determination it has been insufficient. 
The problems in San Francisco Bay 

are created by huge dairies in the Cen-

tral Valley, huge cattle feeding yards 

in the Central Valley. For years, the 

runoff ran into the creek; from the 

creek it ran into the San Joaquin 

River; from the San Joaquin River it 

went to the Sacramento River; from 

the Sacramento River it went into the 

San Pablo Bay; and from the San Pablo 

Bay it went into the San Francisco 

Bay.
Farmers cannot farm in isolation any 

longer. The connections to our com-

mercial fishery on the Pacific Coast, 

the problems that we have, many of 

them start on the farmlands many, 

many miles away. 

b 1430

The protection of habitat, the protec-

tion of riparian areas, absolutely cru-

cial to one of the great delta regions in 

the world, is about the effort and giv-

ing the resources and the ability of 

small farmers and ranchers and others 

to farm their land in an environ-

mentally sound way and continue to 

make a living doing so. This is not a 

great contest between the environ-

mentalists and the farmers. In fact, if 
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there had not been so much resistance 

to this amendment, I suspect it could 

have been incorporated, and for many 

of the things that people are criticizing 

it about, they are criticizing because it 

was not worked out in the committee. 
But the fact of the matter is we need 

this amendment. We need this amend-

ment. After the next reapportionment, 

there will be fewer people representing 

rural America. We need a compact that 

brings America together around farm-

ing. There is no shortage of production 

in the world. We know that soybeans 

are being produced at much lower 

prices and the cost of production in 

Brazil is threatening our industry in 

this country. The question is under 

what arrangements and what contracts 

and what agreements will we make 

sure that that production takes place 

in America? 
And so you have to deal with the 

externalities, just as Dupont has to 

deal with the externalities of their 

business in their chemical plant or 

Chevron in their refineries or any other 

business has to deal with the 

externalities.
We have become a very crowded 

country on the coast, if you will, for 

the most part. And the people down in 

the dead zone, in the Gulf of Mexico are 

very interested in the farming prac-

tices up north. That is what this 

amendment is about. That is why it 

has such overwhelming and such an in-

credible diverse support of interest 

groups supporting it. It is about the 

stewardship in this millennium of 

America’s lands, of America’s crops, 

America’s habitat, America’s wildlife, 

America’s fisheries and America’s fam-

ily farmers. It is about sharing the ef-

fort that we make in this country to 

keep family farms on the farm. 
We have not had a great deal of suc-

cess. We have not had a great deal of 

success. We have had a lot of farm 

bills, but we have not had a lot of suc-

cess. So maybe we ought to just broad-

en our thinking and understand that 

this is one more tool. 
Many people fought the alternative 

energy and wind energy. Now we are 

seeing the farmers are turning to that 

because it can lend income to their 

land. With maybe less than the use of 

5, 6 percent of their land, they can de-

velop substantial resources and they 

can stay on the land and they can con-

tinue to farm. I thought that was our 

interest. I thought that was our inter-

est, was keeping families on the farms. 

It is an important part of our society. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 

GEORGE MILLER) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. GEORGE

MILLER of California was allowed to 

proceed for 1 additional minute.) 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Those of us from the urban and the 

suburban areas ought to understand 

the nature of doing that. I think it is 

an important decision for a society 

like ours to make, the commitment of 

keeping families on the farm. But ap-

parently we have not been able to do it 

as we have just shoveled the subsidies 

to the largest of the farmers or the 

largest of the commodity brokers. 

Something has gone wrong in this pol-

icy. This is a chance to rework it and 

see if there is a way to get other re-

sources to those family farms. You al-

ready made the decision, you would not 

make this in any part of the economy, 

that half of the income is coming from 

the government. 
So the question is what is the benefit 

for the other half of America? We ap-

preciate the crops and the foods. We all 

know the fact that we pay less than al-

most any other country in the world. 

But I think this is really about the fu-

ture compact. I think this is about the 

future of farming. I think this is about 

the sustainability of that farming, and 

I think it is about forging a political 

alliance between urban, suburban and 

rural communities, about the impor-

tance of making sure that we maintain 

the family farmer on the family farm. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 

of the Boehlert-Kind amendment. This amend-
ment would improve the way the Federal Gov-
ernment helps farmers and the way we con-
serve valuable American farmland. 

At issue today is whether we are going to 
continue a farm program that favors certain 
agricultural users over others or whether we 
will spread that significant Federal farm sub-
sidies more equitably throughout the farming 
community. 

The Boehlert-Kind amendment will benefit 
more farmers by shifting nearly $2 billion a 
year in traditional Federal commodity crop 
subsidies to conservation programs that ben-
efit farmers and the environment. 

We all recognize that the farm bill before us 
today, like the farm program that it seeks to 
change, significantly rewards the producers of 
commodity corps—corn, cotton, soybeans, 
wheat, sorghum, rice, barley and oats—to the 
exclusion of non-commodity crop producers. 

That hurts a lot of farmers, and a lot of 
states. Take California, for example. 

While California generates one-eighth of the 
country’s agricultural production, it gets very 
little Federal agricultural assistance—primarily 
because we grow specialty crops and not 
commodity crops. 

California farmers receive just 2 cents in 
subsidies on every dollar of production. Mean-
while, farmers in the major commodity pro-
ducing states receive at least 17 cents in sub-
sidies on the dollar for their agricultural pro-
duction. 

The status quo is not equitable and needs 
to be changed. 

This serious inequity must be addressed. 
But it is not the only reason to vote for the 
Boehlert-Kind amendment. 

Voting for this amendment is also a vote to 
protect America’s precious open spaces and 
environment. 

I applaud Chairman COMBEST and Ranking 
Member STENHOLM for recognizing the impor-

tance of conservation programs and increas-
ing funding levels for these programs. 

Unfortunately, I strongly believe that con-
servation and environmental programs need 
funding over and above what the Agriculture 
Committee has approved. The Boehlert-Kind 
amendment increases the overall level for 
conservation funding while better defining the 
conservation programs. 

For example, the Boehlert-Kind amendment 
improves the Committee’s Conservation Re-
serve Program by preventing the loss of over 
30 million acres of tall grasslands. As many of 
my friends that hunt know, tall grasses are 
needed for ducks, pheasants, and other wild-
life to nest and hide. This important change to 
the Conservation Reserve Program is why the 
National Wildlife Federation and Ducks Unlim-
ited support this amendment. 

The Boehlert-Kind amendment also ensures 
that lands chosen for conservation programs 
are selected because they will actually im-
prove environmental quality. Unfortunately, the 
Committee bill weakens the use of environ-
mental merit for selecting lands in conserva-
tion programs. 

The Committee bill provides no new money 
for technical assistance, even while promising 
new technical staff to help the country’s larg-
est animal feedlots. The Boehlert-Kind amend-
ment provides funding for technical assist-
ance, which is why the California Association 
of Resource Conservation Districts support the 
Kind amendment. 

In California, increased funding and re-
formed environmental programs will make a 
big difference to our communities. 

The California Farmland Conservancy Pro-
gram can begin to address the 3,500 acre 
backlog of land farmers want to enroll in the 
Farmland Protection Program. 

California water quality will improve by in-
creased funding for the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program (EQIP) which helps Cali-
fornia farmers adopt practices to reduce the 
level of sedimentation, nitrogen and phos-
phorous runoff into California waters. Cur-
rently, the EQUIP program has a $35 million 
backlog. 

Food control and wildlife population will im-
prove by increased funding to the Conserva-
tion Reserve and Wetlands Reserve Pro-
grams, which faces an $85 million backlog. 

In addition to support from the conservation 
community, the Boehlert-Kind amendment is 
also supported by the California Winegrowers, 
San Diego and Riverside County, Association 
of California Water Districts and California Irri-
gation Association. 

The status quo has to change. Our best 
chance for reform is with the amendment my 
colleagues Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. KIND, Mr. 
GILCHREST, and Mr. DINGELL are offering 
today. 

Support the Boehlert-Kind amendment. 
Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.
I appreciate the efforts of the gentle-

men who have offered the amendment. 

A lot of work has gone into this. But I 

rise to oppose the amendment for sev-

eral reasons. 
One reason is simply the issue of the 

Conservation Reserve Program. We 
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currently have 36.4 million acres allo-

cated to CRP. We are currently at the 

present time using only 33.5 million 

acres of CRP. The amendment would 

increase CRP to 45 million acres at the 

cost of several billion dollars. Why in 

the world would we increase CRP to 45 

million acres when we are not even 

using the 36.4 million acres we now 

have allocated? 
The amendment would allow any-

where from $2 to $4 billion for con-

servation easements. These easements 

would result in land being put into con-

servation practices that can never be 

taken out again. Currently, the Fed-

eral Government in the United States 

controls, or owns, over 30 percent of 

the land in the Nation. We do not need 

the Federal Government controlling 

more land. I can tell you for sure that 

most private landowners do not want 

this to happen. 
Then, thirdly, I had mentioned the 

fact that the amendment as it is pre-

sented shifts money from those people 

who are involved in production agri-

culture to many individuals, not all, 

who are part-time farmers, who are 

people who own land for recreational 

purposes, and I do not think that is the 

purpose of a farm bill. 
Some people have said, well, we are 

just going to shift money from the 

wealthy 10 percent of farmers. In my 

State, Nebraska, that means anyone 

who has 500 acres or more in base 

crops. The average size of a farm in Ne-

braska is 900 acres. So what we are 

talking about here is taking money 

from medium-sized and some small 

farmers to pay the $19 billion that this 

bill is going to cost, $1.9 billion a year. 

Over $500 million will be lost in the 

State of Nebraska alone. 
I would like to explode a myth that I 

keep hearing floated around this body, 

which really begins to bother me, and, 

that is, that our farmers are getting 

wealthy by receiving checks at the ex-

pense of the general public. If that is 

true, why do we have thousands of peo-

ple leaving farming each year? One 

thousand farmers a year leave my 

State of Nebraska. Currently, most of 

our farmers are telling their children 

not to go into farming. 
We have no young farmers left in the 

United States. Forty years of age is a 

young farmer. The average age of farm-

ers in my district is 60 years of age. 

Three-fourths of the farms in our coun-

try rely on off-farm income. That 

means the farm wife and oftentimes 

the farmer, too, is driving 10, 20, 30, 40 

miles to work and usually these are $6, 

$7, $8 an hour jobs so they can stay on 

the farm. If that is the case, then why 

in the world do we say that we are 

making people wealthy in farming at 

public expense? 
Lastly, just let me say this. There 

are 84 different groups that support the 

base bill. Eighty-four groups support 

the bill. Why is this that they support 

it? It is because of the process that we 

have gone through. Nearly every one of 

these groups has appeared before the 

Committee on Agriculture and they 

have been required to write the farm 

bill. They know what it takes, they 

know it is a disciplined procedure, they 

know it is very involved and that it is 

very difficult to do. They appreciate 

that process. It has been 2 years in the 

making. The two gentlemen who have 

authored this bill primarily are people 

who have spent their entire life in agri-

culture. They have been on the Com-

mittee on Agriculture through several 

bills. They know what they are doing. 
It is sort of deja vu for me, because I 

used to be in a business or in an enter-

prise where we would spend 90 hours a 

week preparing for a contest. Then we 

would have people come in and say, 

‘‘Well, we don’t like the way you did 

it.’’ And we would say, ‘‘Well, what 

would you do?’’ And they could never 

give you an answer. 
And so we have an administration 

that does not like it, but they cannot 

give us an answer. We have one of our 

leading financial newspapers that does 

not like the bill, but they do not have 

a bill. We do not know what the Senate 

is going to do, and so we better start 

acting now while we have a chance be-

cause there is not apt to be very much 

money next year for agriculture. 
I urge support of the bill. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

this amendment. I want to make it 

crystal clear to all of my colleagues, 

but especially to the sponsors of this 

amendment, all of whom are my good 

friends and for whom I have the great-

est respect. I want them to know that 

I fully support the spirit of their 

amendment and in the past have sup-

ported similar freestanding bills. It is 

the substance of this particular amend-

ment that I object to, and my objection 

can be distilled to one word: jobs. 
At a time when a different company 

each day announces massive layoffs, 

this amendment in my opinion would 

ultimately mean more unemployed 

people in this country. And, by the 

way, these are not people, by and large, 

who can just switch from company to 

company. No, some of these people are 

some of our Nation’s farmers, the peo-

ple who actually put the food on our 

table. In mine and the district of the 

gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY), 50 

percent of all the winter vegetables in 

this country are grown in the Glades 

area that we represent. These people 

help to put clothes on our back. I will 

not stand on this floor and support an 

amendment which will put some of the 

hardest working people in this country 

and in my State and district out of 

work. I exhort my colleagues to think 

about this before they cast a vote on 

this amendment. 

Sometimes we speak from personal 

experiences here on the floor, and some 

people who claim some interest in 

farms visited their grandmama or 

grandpapa at some point during the 

course of their lifetime on a farm and 

do not know very much about it, and 

some would argue, ‘‘Well, what do you 

know?’’ Well, I come with the experi-

ence as a boy of having been a migrant 

laborer. I picked beans, cut chicory and 

stripped celery in the district, interest-

ingly enough, that I am now privileged 

and honored to represent. 
Mr. Chairman, I applaud my col-

leagues who have moved this amend-

ment. Like each of them, I am proud of 

the environmental record I have accu-

mulated in 9 years in this House of 

Representatives. In fact, according to 

the League of Conservation Voters, I 

have one of the highest environmental 

ratings of any Member in my State and 

most Members in Congress. 
But let me get down to brass tacks. I 

wish we had the money to do every-

thing we need to do today, not only 

about this, but certainly about the re-

sidual of the events of September 11. I 

wish we had the money to increase 

funding for conservation and make cer-

tain our farmers get what they need. 

Unfortunately, this House, in my opin-

ion, passed an unwise tax cut months 

ago, and we must now live with the 

consequences and within the budget 

that we passed. The gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

have recognized that and have forged a 

good farm bill for us all to consider, 

and they are to be complimented along 

with the gentleman from Oklahoma 

(Mr. LUCAS) and the subcommittee as 

it pertains to this particular measure 

being debated. 
This is not an either-or situation. It 

is simply a false argument to say that 

you are either for conservation or for 

farmers. I am both. And the authors of 

this bill, Chairman COMBEST, Ranking 

Member STENHOLM and others, have 

provided $16 billion for conservation 

programs. This represents a 75 percent 

increase over current funding. A 75 per-

cent increase. I challenge any of my 

colleagues in the House to find another 

program that we give such an increase. 
Look, there is an old expression 

around here that everything that needs 

to be said has been said, but everyone 

has not said it yet, so I am not going to 

go on much longer, Mr. Chairman, but 

I think the ranking member of the 

committee the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. STENHOLM) had it right when he 

said that this amendment cuts the legs 

out from under our farmers. I could not 

agree more. 
I urge my colleagues to reject this 

amendment and support the underlying 

bill.
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.001 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18828 October 4, 2001 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-

tion to the Kind amendment. I want to 

commend the gentleman from Florida 

for his comments, because I think they 

help us to focus on what our farm bill 

is really about. It is about American 

workers and American consumers. 

That is how I think we have to exam-

ine this amendment. In my opinion, 

this amendment is going to do great 

harm to the American workers that 

the gentleman from Florida just spoke 

to but also to the American consumer. 

The reason is this: This farm bill is 

dedicated to the proposition that 

America is a land that has been noted 

throughout its history for producing 

the greatest, most abundant, safest and 

most affordable food supply anywhere 

in the world. 

b 1445

That is what this bill is designed to 

do. The Kind amendment will have a 

devastating effect on our ability to 

hold down food prices in this country 

because we will do something that is 

totally inappropriate. 
The base bill has an 80 percent in-

crease in programs that promote con-

servation in this country, and that is 

good. Nobody in this room does not 

want to protect our environment. But 

when you increase that money by 400 

or more percent, you are wasting that 

money. You are using it in ways that 

will take land out of agricultural pro-

duction unnecessarily and increase the 

cost of producing grains and other food 

items across this country. 
My farmers in Virginia, by and large, 

are those very folks that have been de-

scribed here today who have another 

job in town and spend a good deal of 

their time attempting to make some 

living off of the agricultural produc-

tion they have. They are mostly cattle 

farmers, dairy farmers, and the largest 

production in my district is poultry, 

chickens, and turkeys. 
Now, these folks, in order to have a 

profitable livelihood, spend the vast 

amount of the cost of their production 

on buying grains from Midwestern 

farmers. When the price of those grains 

goes up because the amount of produc-

tion is down, then the cost that they 

have to spend goes up; and for a poul-

try farmer, 80 percent of what they 

spend their money on are grains. When 

they do that, when the price of grain 

goes up, it devastates the profitability 

to them. That in turn results in in-

creased costs. 

Whether it is a product that directly 

comes from the grain, like bread and 

pasta and so on, or whether it is a meat 

product that is fed by those grains, ei-

ther way the cost to the consumer goes 

up significantly with this amendment. 

The second reason I oppose this 

amendment is that we are attempting 

to rewrite the farm bill here on the 

floor, when we could have had the op-

portunity to debate this in the com-

mittee. The amendment was discussed 

and withdrawn, and it was not voted 

on. We did not get a vote, as the gen-

tleman from Illinois accurately por-

trayed earlier, from the 51 members of 

the Committee on Agriculture, to see 

what America’s farmers feel. Some 

here have stood up and said we are 

doing this for the farmers. The 51 mem-

bers of that committee represent 

America’s farmers as well as anybody, 

and I can tell you this amendment was 

withdrawn because it would have had 

no chance of success in that com-

mittee.
Finally, I am the chairman of the 

Subcommittee on Department Oper-

ations, Oversight, Nutrition and For-

estry; and I want to say that this 

amendment would have a devastating 

impact upon the forestry programs 

that have been built into the farm bill. 

For the first time we have a significant 

increase in the attention we are paying 

to the management of our forest lands, 

both public and private. This bill does 

the private part of that. 
The amendment has redundant pro-

grams. The amendment has changes in 

it that eliminate important account-

ability requirements. Existing ease-

ment and cost-share forestry programs 

and the FLEP program require the in-

volvement of the State foresters and 

the stewardship coordinating com-

mittee, made up of a broad cross-sec-

tion of conservationists. These pro-

grams secure State, community, and 

local support for their objectives. The 

Boehlert-Kind approach gives the au-

thority to Washington. It ignores local 

priorities and has no reporting mecha-

nism to tell Congress what they 

achieve.
This is not good government, it is 

not even good conservation, and it is 

certainly not a good use of the tax-

payers’ limited dollars. 
The Watershed Forestry Initiative 

contained in the amendment limits the 

practices available to land managers to 

achieve their goals. Forestry manage-

ment is extremely complex and varies 

tremendously across the country. 
I urge my colleagues to retain that 

flexibility included in the underlying 

bill to promote good conservation with 

a reasonable increase in that conserva-

tion, but, most importantly, to look 

after the consumer and the American 

worker.
Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I support this amend-

ment because conservation payments 

will help boost farm and ranch income 

without encouraging production of 

even greater surpluses that lower crop 

prices.
As the Bush administration reported 

2 weeks ago, traditional crop subsidies 

have triggered the production of huge 

surpluses that have lowered crop 

prices. Congress has responded by pro-

viding emergency payments to farmers, 
but these payments have also encour-
aged even greater production and even 
greater surpluses. 

In particular, the Bush administra-
tion concluded that these subsidies 
have inflated farmland prices, making 
it harder for smaller producers to com-
pete. The challenge, Mr. Chairman, is 
to boost farm and ranch income with-
out triggering the production of huge 
crop surpluses. Conservation payments, 
unlike subsidy payments, cannot be 
used to produce more crops, but are in-
stead used to change production meth-
ods to help the environment. 

Conservation payments have two ad-
ditional benefits: they reward farmers 
for protecting and improving water 
quality and wildlife habitat, and they 
ensure that we comply with our inter-
national trade agreements. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, farmers want 
to conserve and provide more open 
space. Nationally, more than 190,000 
farmers were rejected this year when 
they sought water quality grants from 
USDA. In my State of California, farm-
ers are facing a $122.8 million conserva-
tion backlog. Across the country, farm-
ers are facing a $2 billion conservation 
backlog. This amendment will help all 
farmers boost their income without 
triggering the growth of huge surpluses 
that lower crop prices. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
Kind amendment. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
bipartisan amendment before us, be-
cause it provides us with a tremendous 
opportunity to combine needed agricul-
tural assistance to a broad array of 
farmers with environmental protec-
tion.

I would like to first of all commend 
the chairman of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and ranking member, who au-
thored the underlying bill before us, for 
incorporating significant increases in 
our conservation programs. But the 
fact is that we can do more. We should 
do more to ensure that all of our Na-
tion’s farmers have equitable access to 
Federal assistance by further expand-

ing our conservation programs. This 

amendment provides much of this 

needed equity. 
I share the disappointment of many 

farmers in my own area of Wisconsin 

who seek assistance for sound environ-

mental practices, but are turned away 

because these programs are oversub-

scribed.
The benefits of this amendment for a 

State like Wisconsin are obvious. The 

dairy farmers, especially crop pro-

ducers that dominate my State’s agri-

culture, will have an opportunity to ac-

cess assistance that would otherwise be 

unavailable to them. Farmers in my 

area will receive an 8 percent increase 

in agricultural assistance under this 

amendment compared with the base 

bill.
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At the same time, this amendment 

does not preclude commodity producers 
from accessing this assistance either. 
The amendment simply increases the 
Federal Government’s encouragement 
for sound environmental practices and 
gives all farmers a greater opportunity 
to receive assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment moves 
the bill significantly in the direction 
requested by our President and our 
Secretary of Agriculture as outlined in 
their submission to the Congress and 
the country, over a 100-page agri-
culture policy statement. They have 
been working on this. Along with the 
Senate, I hope we can work better as a 
team with our administration. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETRI. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding so I may clarify 
a couple of points. 

Again, our amendment and the off-
sets we would find under the farm bill 
would affect 3 percent of the farmers in 
this country. We hold harmless 90 per-
cent of the commodity producers who 
are currently receiving subsidy pay-
ments. Of those 3 percent, they are still 
going to be receiving under our amend-
ment to the base bill a doubling of the 
subsidy payments that they were re-
ceiving under the last farm bill passed 
in 1996, which just goes to point out the 
intense concentration of subsidy pay-
ments going to a few, but very large, 
commodity producers throughout the 
country.

Perhaps Mike Kort, the Nebraska 
corn farmer who received $73,000 in sub-
sidy payments last year alone said it 
best: ‘‘There have to be limits. Why are 
we giving millions of dollars to mil-
lionaires?’’

There has been some reference that 

we bypassed the committee process. 

Nothing could be further from the 

truth. We did not spring this amend-

ment on people. We had a discussion in 

committee. We tried working with the 

committee and the staff to try to work 

something out before the bill came to 

the floor. 
But the truth is this: over 80 percent 

of farm bill funding goes to 15 States in 

this country; over 80 percent to 15 

States. Those 15 States are very well 

represented on the Committee on Agri-

culture. This is a democracy. There are 

35 other States that would like to have 

a say in the crafting of farm policy. 

There are 384 other Representatives 

who do not serve on the Committee on 

Agriculture who also have a right to be 

heard in regards to the direction of our 

support for family farmers in all re-

gions. That is why we are here today 

discussing this amendment. 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the req-

uisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I am proud to stand 

today to urge the passage of the Kind- 

Boehlert-Gilchrest-Dingell amend-

ment. This amendment supports incen-

tive-based measures critical to the suc-

cess of farming and conservation pro-

grams.
As we stand here this afternoon, hun-

dreds of thousands of farmers seeking 

Federal assistance to improve water 

quality, preserve threatened farms 

from sprawl or restore wetlands, grass-

lands and other important wildlife 

habitat are rejected due to inadequate 

funding. Nationwide, half of the farm-

ers seeking technical assistance are re-

jected due to lack of funding. 
This amendment would boost funding 

for farmland and wildlife habitat pro-

tection programs, boost funding to re-

duce runoff and restore 300,000 acres of 

wetlands each year. It would also pro-

vide grants for farmers’ markets, boost 

funding for planting trees along urban 

rivers, eliminate barriers to organic 

food production, and encourage forest 

protection and enhancement. 
Increasing the annual funding for 

voluntary incentive-based conservation 

programs not only will help protect the 

environment, but also will contribute 

to farm and ranch income, ease regu-

latory burdens, and reduce water treat-

ment costs. 
Unless we reward farmers when they 

meet our environmental challenges, 

one-third of our rivers and lakes will 

remain polluted and millions of acres 

of open space will be lost forever. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support this amendment, and I 

thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 

(Mr. KIND) and the other cosponsors for 

their leadership demonstrated in the 

changes proposed. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I, too, appreciate my 

friends and what they are trying to ac-

complish with their amendment. I be-

lieve that they are well intended. But 

the fact of the matter is, this does have 

a devastating effect on all the people 

that we are trying to help with this 

bill. In fact, the analysis referred to 

earlier suggests that South Dakota, 

my home State, would lose $245 million 

in the first 3 years of this bill under 

this amendment. 
Now, there has been a lot of discus-

sion today about big States and small 

States and some discussion about re-

apportionment; and while some of the 

bigger States are figuring out how they 

are going to redivide their congres-

sional representation, South Dakota 

does not have that problem. We only 

have one in the Congress, and so does 

North Dakota, with my colleague, the 

gentleman from North Dakota (Mr. 

POMEROY), and other States in the 

rural areas of this country. 
We do not have a lot of people in 

South Dakota. We have about 730,000 

people in my State, about 32,000 farm-

ers. Yet those 730,000 people grow the 

food that feeds the world. You look at 

any list of production in South Dakota, 

whether it is wheat or corn or soybeans 

or livestock, or any of the areas in the 

Midwest. Those rural areas do not have 

a lot of people, but we grow a lot of 

food and we raise a lot of crops. It is 

the family farmers who are doing that. 
There has been some discussion 

about who it benefits and who it helps. 

Granted, when we went across the 

country and had hearings, I went to 

places in the United States that I am 

not all that familiar with in terms of 

their farming techniques and practices. 

We went to California and we listened 

to people who raised fruits and vegeta-

bles, and we went to Kentucky and 

heard from people who grow tobacco. 

Those are not things that I am inti-

mately familiar with when it comes to 

farming practices and techniques. 
Yet we had to structure a balance in 

this bill that takes into consideration 

all the various aspects of agriculture, 

all the types of producer groups around 

this country. And we heard from all of 

them. The committee was diligent in 

gathering testimony and taking writ-

ten record and hours and hours and 

hours of testimony from producers 

from all across the United States about 

what they wanted to see in a new farm 

bill.
What we came up with was this prod-

uct. Granted, it may not be perfect. 

There were things in here that I would 

like to change, there are things I would 

like included, there are things I would 

probably like to have taken out. But 

the reality is, this is a balance; and we 

have to do our best to accommodate all 

the various interests. 
I want to tell Members something: 

the environmentalists did not get 

slighted in this bill. The EQIP program 

is the Environmental Quality Incentive 

Program. It is currently funded at 

about $200 million a year. This bill in-

creases that to $1.2 billion a year. The 

reason there are so many people lined 

up because there is not enough funding 

is because it was not funded ade-

quately.

b 1500

This bill address that problem. The 

environmental communities, the con-

servation communities, they were all 

heard from. Everybody had an oppor-

tunity. We spent 18 months, 18 months 

to get to where we are today. We have 

a balance. Everybody may not like it, 

but the reality is we have to take what 

we have and work with it. 

We have farms in South Dakota, on 

average about 1,300 acres. There are 

places I saw when I went across this 

country. We have bigger gardens in 

South Dakota than some of the farms 

that people are talking about here on 

the floor today, those small acreages. I 

understand that. Everybody comes to 

this debate wanting to make sure that 

their views are represented. But the 

fact of the matter is that we have to 
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find and strike that balance that rep-

resents all of the agricultural interests 

and the conservation interests and the 

environmental interests and try and do 

it in a way and put a bill together that 

is good for American agriculture. We 

have tried to do that with this legisla-

tion.
Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, what I 

would simply say, inasmuch as the au-

thors of this amendment are well in-

tended, that if this amendment is 

adopted to this bill, it will destroy 

what is a very fragile and delicate bal-

ance which has been built up over the 

last 18 months with thousands and 

thousands and thousands of pages of 

testimony, and hours and hours and 

hours of hearing from the groups who 

have an interest in this debate. 
It is important, Mr. Chairman, that 

we move forward and that we defeat 

the amendment, that we adopt the 

final bill, and make sure that those 

farmers in places like South Dakota 

who are producing the food and fiber 

that is feeding the world get out of this 

economic recession that they have 

been in for the last 5 years. It is not 

new to them. We are talking about a 

recession in this country now, but be-

lieve me, the people in my State and in 

the Midwest and the rural areas that 

grow the food know what this recession 

is, because they have been in it for the 

last 5 years. 
Mr. Chairman, this is about food se-

curity for America. That is what this 

debate is about. We need to keep this 

balance together and move this bill 

forward and do it so that we can get a 

farm bill passed and signed into law. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I have been through 

five of these debates on farm bills now 

over my almost 23 years here, and at 

this point in time I usually come to the 

same conclusion. I come back and 

think of the words of Will Rogers when 

he said, ‘‘It ain’t people’s ignorance 

that bothers me so much, it’s them 

knowing so much that ain’t so is the 

problem.’’
As I have listened to so many well-in-

tentioned individuals who support this 

amendment, which I am very enthu-

siastically opposed to, we tend to 

stretch the truth for all good and valid 

purposes. Let me say this. As I at-

tended all of the 10 field hearings last 

year and most, if not all, of every one 

of the full committee hearings this 

year, I, at some point in time, ac-

knowledged that this was going to be 

the greenest farm bill in the five that 

I have participated in and I was going 

to be supporting it. 
To those that criticize us for not hav-

ing a green enough farm bill, look at it 

compared to, we have heard the num-

bers, a 78 percent increase in conserva-

tion. Now, I wanted $5 billion. I could 

have stood on this floor with those of 

my colleagues who are for the Boehlert 
amendment today and argued for them. 
In fact, I did. Earlier this year, when I 
supported the Blue Dog budget, we had 
$5 billion a year for conservation. The 
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST) voted no. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI)
voted no. I can go down the list of ev-
eryone else who were original cospon-
sors of the bill, that when they had a 
chance to put the money in to do what 
they say today, they did not do it. 
Which is fine. 

I want to say right up front, anybody 
who wants to challenge me, anybody 
who wants to enter into a little debate, 
I will willing to talk to them. I will not 
be offended if they interrupt me. I 
think we need a little discussion on 
these points because some of our col-
leagues are going to get a little con-
fused about what the facts are. I would 
support more. But, remember, the 
budget that we passed gave the Com-
mittee on Agriculture $79 billion to 
work with. Now, I lost, you won. I 
worked with my chairman to bring a 
bill to the floor, $79 billion, of which we 
spent $5.5 on emergency; and we have 
$73.5 left. Fine. I would love to do more 
for the commodities that my col-
leagues want to take away from. 

In fact, I have a difficult time con-
vincing my farmers and other farmers 
in the country that having a bill that 
gives you 1990 price guarantees is a 
good bill. Now, some of my colleagues 
would cut from that. This amendment 
that is before us, you just say we are 
going to hold harmless 90 percent and 
we are going to take it from 10 percent. 
Now, the 90 percent that you hold 
harmless are landlords, retirees, hobby 
farmers, investors, and some producers, 
some producers. The 10 percent are all 
producers that happen to produce 85 
percent of all of the food and fiber that 
is produced in this country. 

Now, would we like to do more? Ab-
solutely. The problem the committee 
had was we had to balance competing 
interests. We had nutrition concerns. I 
am proud of the nutrition title and 
most everyone in this body on both 
sides of the aisle that are concerned 
about feeding the hungry people and 
doing more are also supportive of this 
bill.

I would love to do more for rural de-
velopment. I could do it, but we did not 
have the money. And we get criticized 
because we are busting the budget. The 
President says we are busting the 
budget. No, we are not. We are not. The 
budget passed. I would love to do more 
in the area of research. We can justify 
it. But the Committee on Agriculture, 
51 of us, had to look at the competing 
interests and had to put together a bill 
that would do the best possible job we 
could for each of those, and that was 
our judgment. 

Now, I do not begrudge anybody for 
coming in here and having a different 

opinion. I do not. In fact, that is why 

we asked for an open rule. But anyone 

that votes for this amendment and ex-

pects us to move forward with a bal-

anced bill, you are going to be abso-

lutely and completely disappointed. It 

cannot be done. The chairman has stat-

ed it very clearly, I support him 100 

percent, and to all of those who have 

other interests on my side of the aisle, 

be careful what you vote for lest you 

might get it. This is the best possible 

bill we could bring to this body to send 

to the other body for the President’s 

consideration, based on the art of the 

possible, based on the competing inter-

ests.
Now, I find it interesting that when 

we start talking about payments, the 

gentleman from Wisconsin said, 174 

percent of the net farm income last 

year was government payments, and 

yet somehow the gentleman proposes 

to cut those and feels that he is going 

to be benefited. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-

HOLM) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEN-

HOLM was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-

tional minutes.) 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, one 

of the things that so many of my col-

leagues are overlooking or misreading 

is that if we are going to have con-

servation on farms, the farmer has to 

have some money in which to put up 

his 25 to 50 percent of the matching 

funds. If we take away the farm in-

come, there will be no conservation on 

the ground, other than those who hap-

pen to be buying the land that are not 

farmers. Those of the more upper- 

incomed among us, who have the 

money through other occupations, that 

buy the land are the ones that will use 

these conservation funds if we take 

away the ability of the American farm-

er to make a profit on his farm. 
That is what this amendment does 

today. We take away that ability, and 

somehow we have allowed ourselves to 

be convinced by some other folks who 

have an entirely different agenda from 

what agriculture ought to be, we have 

allowed them to convince us that we 

are going to be helping farmers. Could 

not be farther from the truth. 
It was fascinating, listening to the 

dairy argument earlier today in which 

we were concerned about dairy farmers 

and developers. Developers will love 

this amendment. Farmers will hurt 

badly if this amendment should pass. 
Mr. Chairman, I most sincerely ask 

my colleagues on both sides of the 

aisle, oppose this amendment, stick 

with the committee regarding this bill. 

It is the best possible compromise that 

we can have that meets all of the com-

peting interests, not just a few. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words, and I rise in strong opposition 
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to this amendment. I want to talk 
about two different aspects of this bill. 

First of all, times are tough out in 
agriculture country right now. I do not 
care what farmers are growing, what 
part of the country they are in. We are 
seeing tough times from the standpoint 
of the hazards that farmers have to 
deal with, whether it is weather, 
whether it is hurricanes or some com-
bination of both; but the biggest prob-
lem that farmers have out there today 
is that we are seeing the lowest com-
modity prices we have seen across the 
spectrum in 30 years. It does not make 
any difference whether it is corn in the 
Midwest or peanuts or cotton in my 
part of the world, farming is a tough, 
tough business today. 

What the chairman and the ranking 
member did with this base farm bill is 
to come up with a proposal that actu-
ally provides a safety net for our farm-
ers. The trigger is that if prices are 
high our farmers are not going to get 
government help; but if prices are low, 
they are going to get extended a help-
ing hand from the Federal Government 
to help them out. And that is the way 
it ought to be. 

This bill takes about $2 billion a year 
out of the commodity side of this farm 
bill and puts it into conservation. Do 
we need to concentrate on conserva-
tion? Sure we do. But what does this 
base bill do? This base bill takes an ad-
ditional $37 billion over the next 10 
years and puts it into conservation 
programs. The gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. LUCAS), the chairman of the 
subcommittee, did an excellent job of 
putting more money into conservation; 
but the one thing that we never need to 
forget in this town is that the biggest 
environmentalists and the biggest con-
servationists in the world are our farm-
ers. We do not make a living off the 
land. The farmer makes a living off the 
land, and they want to do everything 
they can to conserve and preserve their 
land.

Now, I am a sportsman. I, along with 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PETERSON), cochaired the Sportsmens’ 
Caucus the last 2 years. I love to hunt 
and fish as much as anybody in the 
world. We are conservationists as hunt-
ers and fishermen, and we appreciate 
the outdoors. But what we need is more 
farmers producing more grains to feed 
the wildlife that we love to hunt, and 
we need more farmers protecting the 
fields and streams that we love to fish 
in. How do we do that? Do we do that 
by providing farm programs that pay 
people not to grow products, or do we 
do that by paying farmers who are hav-
ing a tough time with commodity 
prices being what they are and encour-
age them to do a better job of being 
more efficient and growing more and 
better quality products so that we can 
enjoy the outdoors? 

Mr. Chairman, I think the answer is 
pretty simple. I encourage a no vote on 
this amendment. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
The farm bill before us, Mr. Chair-

man, restores a critical piece to the 

safety net that will keep family farm-

ers on the land. That piece is protec-

tion when prices collapse, because it 

does not matter how good a farmer you 

are, if you are paid less the elevator for 

your crop than it costs you to grow it, 

you are going to grow out of business. 
Now, my problem with the Kind 

amendment is that it takes money 

away from that safety net for family 

farmers and puts it over into the con-

servation programs. I think that con-

servation is an imperative national 

goal; I also think it is an inherent part 

of how our family farmers operate. 

They cannot foul up the land. That is 

where they live. That is what produces 

their income. They are the greatest 

land stewards we will ever find. 
I am very intrigued and interested by 

the notion that we ought to structure 

ways of paying farmers for the con-

servation practices they implement on 

their land for all of us. But not this 

way, not with this amendment, not by 

giving them the appearance of some-

thing on the one hand and taking away 

something very real, very tangible, 

protection when prices collapse, on the 

other hand. 
It has been estimated that this 

amendment would cost the family 

farmers in my State more than $300 

million over 3 years, more than $100 

million a year farm income lost if the 

Kind amendment would pass. That is a 

hit we cannot take. We have people 

that are using machinery that is 

wrecked. They cannot afford new, they 

just make do. 

We have areas of the land that are 

literally depopulating because the eco-

nomics, the fundamental ability to 

make it on a farm has been placed at 

such risk when we have a farm pro-

gram without safety net price protec-

tion. That is why we need the bill, and 

that is why we must reject this amend-

ment. Again, do not get me wrong. 

Conservation: good thing, bad thing? Of 

course it is a good thing. Should we 

look at ways to reward farmers for 

their stewardship practices? I think we 

should.

b 1515

But what is before us right now is a 

farm bill at last putting in price pro-

tection for farmers, and we cannot play 

fast and loose with this imperative of 

fixing the farm program. First things 

first. The first thing is price protection 

for farmers. They desperately need it. 

This whole conservation issue, let us 

continue to evaluate it. Maybe more 

can be done in the Senate. This was 

withdrawn before a vote in the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. It did not re-

ceive a considered discussion. It did not 

even go to a committee vote. So for us 

to come over to the House floor and 
kind of stomp around and start rewrit-
ing in wholesale fashion the farm bill is 
a terrible idea, especially when it takes 
away the money we need to restore the 
safety net for price protection. 

There is another feature to the bill 
that I think we want to consider. That 
is the $3.5 billion we have been able to 
add for nutrition funding. If this 
amendment would pass, that effort is 
also placed at great risk. If this amend-
ment passes, the bill may be down the 
tubes, taking with it the extra funding 
critically needed to address some of 
the shortcomings in the assistance we 
need to those who cannot afford food. 

I commend the sponsor of the amend-
ment. I know his heart is in the right 
place. He has fundamentally a very in-
teresting idea, but strategically, those 
of us who care about agriculture, and 
broader than that, those of us who care 
about the Nation’s food supply, should 
not do this this afternoon. It tips over 
the farm bill at a time when we have to 
fix it so badly. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment and in 
support of the bill as reported. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak today in oppo-
sition to the Kind-Boehlert-Gilchrest-Dingell 
amendment and in support of HR 2646 as re-
ported. 

The 80% increase to conservation programs 
proposed by HR 2646 is proof that this con-
gress believes in the protection of the nation’s 
natural resources. With an over 800% in-
crease to the EQIP program and the proposed 
Grassland Reserve program, those who make 
their living through best management practices 
will receive the tools needed to protect and 
enhance the environment. The conservation 
title in this Bill meets the needs of the nation’s 
farmer’s and ranchers while maintaining an af-
fordable and abundant food supply and a 
clean and healthy environment. The 1996 
Freedom to Farm Act started us in the right di-
rection in making conservation a vital part of 
farm policy. The popularity of the EQIP pro-
gram born out of that legislation is proof that 
farmers and ranchers respond when given the 
proper tools. In my district over 30% of those 
who apply to receive cost share under the 
EQIP program are rejected not because of 
their worthiness but because of insufficient 
funding. HR 2646 will make those projects a 
reality. 

Now is not the time to rewrite the conserva-
tion title of the farm bill with an amendment 
that is confusing at best. Chairman COMBEST 
and the AG committee have spent the past 
two years holding more than 50 hearings 
throughout the U.S. to gain input to the bill 
that we are considering today. They have lis-
tened to producers of livestock, organic grow-
ers, crop farmers, government agencies and 
those who are concerned about our natural re-
sources. Now the proposed amendment be-
fore us threatens to undo that work, not only 
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of the committee, but by the 100’s of people 
who took time away from their daily schedules 
to help craft what is before us today. 

I stand here today to urge my colleagues to 
vote against this amendment and support the 
Conservation Title of HR 2646 as written. It is 
the right thing to do for those on the front lines 
of protecting our environment and conserving 
our natural resources for future generations. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

respectful opposition to the amend-

ment offered by the gentleman from 

Wisconsin (Mr. KIND), and I appreciate 

very much the comments of the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST)

about getting back to the facts. 
As the chairman of the Committee on 

Agriculture reflected earlier today, we 

have only had 36 hours to review the 

contents of the Kind amendment, but I 

have made an effort to do that. In re-

cent weeks there has been a lot of talk 

about the large backlog of farmers and 

ranchers who are waiting to partici-

pate in the USDA’s conservation pro-

grams. The proposal today suggests 

that the answer to that would be to 

shift nearly $2 billion from commodity 

support programs to conservation. 
Before we accept this rhetoric, Mr. 

Chairman, I invite Members to break 

down the dollars and look at the facts 

of the Kind amendment and see how 

they purport to deal with this con-

servation backlog. 
First, the Kind amendment allocates 

funding for several programs at levels 

substantially beyond what the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service has in-

dicated is necessary to address the 

number of outstanding applications. 
For example, in the case of the farm-

land protection program, the NRCS es-

timates it would take an additional 

$281 million to meet current demand. 

Yet, the Kind amendment funds this 

program at $500 million per year. 
Another example: The wildlife habi-

tat incentives program. The NRCS has 

stated it would take $19 million to 

meet demand, while the Kind amend-

ment allocates $500 million per year. 
When looking at the funding level for 

conservation programs, we cannot lose 

sight of the fact that these programs 

are voluntary in nature. In other 

words, the money does no good unless 

there is an equivalent level of demand 

from producers to use them. 
Moreover, we cannot forget that 

these programs also involve cost share 

assistance, and if producers do not 

have an adequate safety net to sustain 

the bottom line, money available for 

cost-share arrangements will likewise 

go unused. 
Point number two, as we look at the 

Kind amendment, several hurdles in 

the amendment will actually prevent 

these funds from assisting a large por-

tion of America’s farmers and ranchers 

with critical conservation needs. There 

are significant amounts of targeted and 

earmarked funding. The Kind amend-

ment is actually riddled with numerous 

restrictions that target funding to-

wards specific geographic regions and 

earmark program money for particular 

issue areas. 
For example, the legislation would 

spend over $1 billion for a pilot pro-

gram available to only five impaired 

watersheds. Similarly, it would require 

that over 40 percent of the $14 billion in 

EQUIP monies be spent on just four 

specific environmental efforts. 
Further, the Kind amendment pumps 

money into programs which have a low 

producer interest, because this legisla-

tion has been written or encouraged by 

the environmental lobby, rather than 

by actual farmers. 
Lastly, this legislation promotes 

pork barrel spending. Rather than re-

sponding to producer requests gathered 

throughout all of the hearings over the 

last 2 years, both on Capitol Hill and 

around the country, the Kind amend-

ment spends large sums of money on 

projects which do nothing but feed an 

already thriving government bureauc-

racy.
Mr. Chairman, I do not represent the 

thriving government bureaucracy. I do 

not represent an environmental lobby 

that looks at a 78 percent increase in 

conservation funding and says, that is 

not enough. I represent farmers in Indi-

ana. For that reason, I very respect-

fully oppose the Kind amendment, and 

urge my colleagues to join me in doing 

likewise.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-

port of the Kind-Boehlert-Gilchrest- 

Dingell amendment, and I thank them 

for their leadership on this issue of 

conservation policy for our Nation’s 

farmland. I, for one, believe the farm 

bill has room for this amendment, and 

in fact, I believe the bill is improved 

with it. 
Mr. Chairman, my district, Marin 

and Sonoma Counties, just across the 

Golden Gate Bridge from San Fran-

cisco, is very fortunate to have produc-

tive working farmland like dairies and 

vineyards. In fact, we provide 50 per-

cent of the Bay area’s milk products, 

and, of course, Members all know about 

Sonoma County wines. 
It is because of the diversity of agri-

culture that the Sixth District of Cali-

fornia has one of the lowest unemploy-

ment rates and one of the highest in-

come levels in this Nation, and it is be-

cause of the agriculture that I rep-

resent one of the most beautiful areas 

in the world. 
The dairies in particular in my dis-

trict are mainly small, family-owned 

operations that have been in business 

for four or five generations, and be-

cause many of these dairies are within 

30 miles of downtown San Francisco, 

preserving these productive lands is a 

top priority of my constituents, and it 

should be for the Congress. 

But my farmers are often frustrated 

by the lack of funds and technical as-

sistance available to them to protect 

water supplies, reduce pesticide appli-

cations, provide adequate habitat for 

wildlife, enhance food safety, or, in 

general, protect their farms and our 

open space from encroaching develop-

ment.
Less than 10 percent of Federal farm 

spending is directed towards conserva-

tion. Without the Kind-Boehlert 

amendment, farm policy will continue 

to fail to keep up with the growing de-

mand over the next 5 years. That is 

why the House must pass the Kind- 

Boehlert amendment and reward farm-

ers and ranchers like my constituents, 

who want to participate in voluntary 

incentive-based conservation efforts. 
If my colleague’s amendment suc-

ceeds, commodity crop farmers would 

still receive twice as much funding as 

they received under the 1996 farm bill, 

an 11 percent increase over current 

funding levels. In addition to helping 

commodity crop farmers by passing the 

Kind-Boehlert amendment, we would 

be wisely investing in farm policy that 

also recognizes the value of small fam-

ily farmers. 
That, Mr. Chairman, is fair and 

smart public policy. I urge my col-

leagues to support this amendment. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Maryland. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentlewoman for yielding to 

me.
Mr. Chairman, one of the earlier 

speakers made a comment about how 

this amendment would be bad for the 

watershed. How I would like to respond 

to that is that contained in this 

amendment is a new approach to pro-

tecting watersheds so that we do not 

have to have each individual farmer 

apply for the conservation programs 

that will improve water quality, but we 

can do it with a number of farmers get-

ting together, a number of farmers get-

ting together in one State, or we could 

do it with a number of farmers getting 

together in a multi-State region which 

is protecting, truly, a broad watershed 

area.
So contained in this amendment is a 

specific program with specific criteria 

to use agriculture and the conservation 

program to protect the water quality 

in a watershed. 
Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to 

the Kind Amendment to the Farm Bill. H.R. 
2646, as reported by the House Agriculture 
Committee, provides an unprecedented 80% 
increase in soil and water conservation pro-
grams above current spending levels that firm-
ly meets the needs of America’s farm families. 
This bill builds on the popular and important 
conservation programs established in previous 
bills. The conservation section devotes over 
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$16 billion over 10 years to soil, water and 
wildlife programs. It increases CRP acreage to 
39.2 million acres, WRP to 1.5 million acres, 
creates a Grasslands Reserve Program up to 
2 million acres, funds WHIP to $500 million, 
and finally, the conservation title will help 
MANY many family farms in North Carolina by 
funding the Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program at $1.285 billion, including a $600 
million fund is created in EQIP to address sur-
face and ground water conservation issues, in-
cluding cost share for more efficient irrigation 
systems. Obviously, this bill will go far in help-
ing our farmers continue be our Nation’s best 
land stewards. 

To my colleagues who support this amend-
ment, I ask why this was not brought up in 
Committee? At no time during the Commit-
tee’s consideration of this bill did Mr. KIND 
offer his amendment. Why? Because he knew 
he didn’t have the votes to pass it, and Amer-
ica’s farmers adamantly oppose it. In addition, 
I would add that the sportsmen in my district 
oppose this amendment. This amendment un-
dermines all the hard work we’ve done and it 
undermines future conservation benefits and I 
urge my colleagues to vote against this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would and pick up 

on the remarks of the gentleman from 

Texas about the valid and important 

issues in this discussion. 

Simply put, Mr. Chairman, to my 

colleagues who support this amend-

ment, I ask them, why was this amend-

ment not brought up in the committee? 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

KIND) said that they discussed it. That 

is fine. But what he did not say was 

that as this discussion took place, it 

was obvious that he did not have the 

votes in committee to pass it. 

What does that mean? It means that 

the people of this House who are most 

interested in and probably most in-

formed about agriculture did not sup-

port his well-intentioned amendment. 

Sportsmen and farmers in my district 

in North Carolina also very strongly 

oppose this amendment, as I do. 

An interesting contrast, the gen-

tleman from South Dakota (Mr. 

THUNE) spoke very eloquently in oppo-

sition to this amendment. He also had 

an amendment which he brought up in 

committee, and we discussed it over 

and over and over for hours and hours. 

The amendment was defeated, and that 

was the end of that. It is not here on 

the floor, as this amendment is and 

should not be. 

Because of the nature of this amend-

ment and because of the need for bal-

ance in this bill, please join me in op-

posing this amendment, which under-

mines all the hard work, the field hear-

ings, all of the information that has 

been gathered, and it undermines con-

servation benefits. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 

the amendment. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.

Mr. Chairman, I do thank the com-

mittee for this important discussion. I 

find it exceedingly valuable. 
I am one of the people who the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) re-

ferred to who is not an expert in agri-

culture. I do not pretend to be. But it 

is important to me, and I took the time 

this summer to talk to people in my 

State who are the experts, people on 

the board of agriculture, practicing 

farmers, leaders in the industry. 
They made it clear to me that this 

was an opportunity for this Congress to 

seize the opportunity to begin reform-

ing agriculture for the next century. 

The current system, I was told, and I 

dearly believe, and nothing that I have 

read in connection with the debate 

here today leads me to feel otherwise, 

that is, that our system was great to 

lead us out of the Depression, and it 

does indeed continue to help many eco-

nomic interests, but it does not, for in-

stance, help what happens in my State 

for the majority of people who are in-

volved with agriculture. 
This amendment that we are debat-

ing here today is an opportunity for us 

to step forward that is going to make a 

difference in our community. I would 

like to dwell on one particular item, 

the farmland protection program, 

which would receive much needed in-

creased funding under this amendment. 
There currently is a backlog of over 

$250 million for the voluntary purchase 

of conservation easements under this 

program. The previous farm bill in 1996 

and the currently proposed farm bill 

did not and will not come close to pro-

viding the funding necessary to meet 

the current waiting list of farmers. 

Right now, three out of four who apply 

to participate are turned away. 

The current bill limits the farmland 

protection program to $50 million a 

year. This amendment reauthorizes the 

farmland protection program through 

the year 2011, funded at $100 million in 

fiscal year 2002, increasing to one-half 

a billion dollars annually by 2006. 

It is important to understand that 

the farmland protection program does 

not just benefit farmers, it benefits 

communities everywhere. The farm-

land protection program, as its name 

implies, allows the farmers to continue 

working the land. They receive pay-

ment for doing what they intend to do, 

keeping the land as farmland. This is 

particularly important in the vast 

amounts of prime farmland around our 

metropolitan areas, where increasing 

land values make it difficult for farm-

ers to keep their land as farmland. 
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Nationally this prime farmland pro-

duces 85 percent of domestic fruit and 

vegetables. Almost 80 percent of our 

dairy production takes place in what 

we are calling urban-influenced coun-

ties. They are under relentless pres-

sure. There were 3.2 million acres con-

verted to nonagricultural uses between 

1992 and 1997, double the rate of pre-

vious years. There are 90 million acres 

that are threatened by sprawl. 
When I was born, the number one ag-

ricultural county in the United States, 

and this is only half a century ago, was 

Los Angeles. What county is going to 

be lost next? 
We are developing land at twice the 

rate of the increase in population 

growth. But it is not just the farmers 

that benefit. We have talked about how 

disconnected the general public is from 

the practice of agriculture. We are pro-

tecting this land for agricultural pur-

poses around the metropolitan area to 

make it easier for the public to under-

stand how valuable it is and that sugar 

does not just come from candy bars and 

fruit and vegetables do not come from 

tin cans. 
The Farmland Protection Act helps 

the surrounding communities by sav-

ing taxpayer money. Farmland or open 

space costs on average about one-third 

of the amount of money as it produces 

from taxes. Residential development, 

to the contrary, costs local govern-

ments about 25 percent more. Cities 

and towns can save billions of dollars 

in municipal water and treatment 

costs. Protecting wetlands and streams 

prevents the cost of water treatment 

downstream.
Our communities and taxpayers want 

farmland protection. Survey research 

demonstrates that the public would 

like to have their Federal tax dollars 

by strong majorities used to keep farm-

land from being developed. Seventy- 

five percent think that farm support 

payments should require farmers to 

practice conservation. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 

the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER) has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER was allowed to proceed 

for 1 additional minute.) 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

supporting this amendment is a step 

away from the Depression era of farm 

support. It is an opportunity to us to 

step forward, to help farmers volun-

tarily protect their land, save tax dol-

lars, meet the needs that are building 

up now, and help us, in a State like Or-

egon, help protect farmland for genera-

tions to come. 
Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

base bill before us. The committee has 

done a good job of balancing various in-

terests before it. I am pleased that the 

committee has significantly increased 

the conservation title of the bill but 

has done so in a manner that does not 

jeopardize the rest of the agricultural 

needs of our Nation. 
Let us look at what the base bill 

does, H.R. 2646. It includes an average 
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of $1.285 billion per year in the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program 
or EQIP, plus an additional fund of $60 
million per year to address water 
issues. It increases total acreage in the 
conservation program to 39.2 million 
acres. It allows an additional 1.5 mil-
lion acres to be added to the Wetlands 
Reserve Program. It provides $500 mil-
lion over the life of the farm bill to 
eradicate the backlog and provide for 
new enrollment in the Farmland Pro-
tection Program. It increases funding 
for the Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro-
gram, or WHIP, from $25 million per 
year this year to $50 million a year by 
the year 2011. It increases enrollment 
in the grasslands reserve program to 2 
million acres. 

The ranking minority member was 
quite accurate when he said this is a 
green bill. There are good provisions 
that continue to move us forward in 
this bill in the whole arena of con-
servation. I joined the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and other 
Members the last time we considered 
the farm bill 5 years ago in restoring 
cuts that have been made in the con-
servation title. That was a good thing 
to do then and that was good policy. 

The bill before us continues in that 
responsible plan. The amendment be-
fore us I think raises some serious con-
cerns. It raises some financial con-
cerns. The chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST) raised some serious concerns 
about the possible serious adverse con-
sequences associated with the Kind 
amendment on our budget. 

We have just approved a $50 billion 
program to provide defense needs, dis-
aster needs, to address airline con-
cerns. We are now talking about an 
even larger package to get the econ-
omy going again, something in the 
range of $75 billion. I think we need to 
proceed very cautiously. 

The Kind-Boehlert amendment, al-
though maybe well intended, will man-
date additional spending and will leave 
less room for dealing with potential 
economic problems that could arise for 
our farmers. 

I join the Florida Farm Bureau in 
supporting the base bill and opposing 
the Kind-Boehlert amendment. The 
base bill has the support of the Florida 
Association of Conservation Districts 
and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Com-
mission. The Florida Farm Bureau op-
poses the Kind-Boehlert amendment, 
and I urge my Florida colleagues to 
join me in supporting the work of the 
Committee on Agriculture and to vote 
against the Kind-Boehlert amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I include with my re-
marks a letter from the Florida Farm 
Bureau.

FLORIDA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,

Gainesville, FL, September 27, 2001. 

Hon. DAVID J. WELDON,

U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House 

Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WELDON: Congress 

will be taking up H.R. 2646, the Farm Bill, 

next week and we recently sent you a letter 

relaying our support of the bill. However, the 

section of the Farm Bill that deals with con-

servation has received a lot of attention in 

the media recently and there’s an effort un-

derway by Representative Kind to offer sub-

stitute language to the bill which is based on 

his legislation, H.R. 2375. On behalf of our 

members I would like to relay to you our 

support of the House Agriculture Com-

mittee-passed conservation language and 

provide you our concerns with H.R. 2375. 

First off, let me say that H.R. 2375 does 

make an effort to increase funding for tech-

nical assistance and other important con-

servation programs. However, the increased 

funding does not necessarily mean that Flor-

ida producers will be able to access the added 

funding. Several requirements illustrated in 

the bill prohibit many of our producers from 

being eligible for conservation funds and the 

additional funds are carved out of other 

parts of the bill which is already stretched to 

meet the needs of production agriculture. 

To elaborate on our concerns with H.R. 

2375, I offer this: 

H.R. 2375 prohibits a producer who is sub-

ject to an environmental permit under the 

federal Clean Water Act from receiving cost- 

share assistance under the Environmental 

Quality Incentives Program. This provision 

is not acceptable given that pending revised 

clean water rules dealing with CAFO’s and 

AFO’s could subject a large majority, if not 

all, livestock producers in Florida to regula-

tion. This provision would keep a large per-

centage of our dairy and poultry farmers 

from being able to access cost-share funding 

for conservation practices. 

H.R. 2375 would push an unmanageable 

level of funding into the Department of Agri-

culture for conservation programs and this 

increased funding does come at a cost for 

farmers in other regions of the country. 

Without an adequate framework in place, 

this money will do little to improve the envi-

ronmental quality for our working lands re-

sulting in the wasteful and inefficient use of 

precious taxpayer dollars. H.R. 2646, the 

Farm Security Act of 2001, increases con-

servation funding 75 percent above the cur-

rent baseline. To fund environmental pro-

grams proposed in H.R. 2375 we will have to 

raid funds already allocated in other impor-

tant areas of the bill. Politically this is not 

the right avenue to take and we should not 

cause a situation where sectors of the agri-

culture industry will be trying to benefit at 

the detriment of others. The Kind bill makes 

only modest gains in Florida’s level of con-

servation funding because a large percentage 

of the funds go to programs such as Con-

servation Reserve Program (CRP) and these 

programs are not widely utilized by Florida’s 

producers.

H.R. 2375 would place restrictions on pro-

ducers that have nothing to do with con-

servation. For example, this legislation di-

rects the Secretary to consider the extent to 

which livestock producers medicate their 

animals in selecting contracts under the En-

vironmental Quality Incentives Program. 

Such restrictions would render these pro-

grams useless for mainstream agriculture. 

H.R. 2375 contains extensive provisions for 

forestry yet none of the central forestry or-

ganizations support this legislation. The So-

ciety of American Foresters, the National 

Association of State Foresters, the National 

Council on Private Forests, the National As-

sociation of Professional Forestry Schools 

and Colleges, and the American Forest and 

Paper Association oppose this bill. They op-

pose H.R. 2375 because its forestry provisions 

cannot be implemented. The legislation is 
vague, restrictive and not based on sound 
science.

We realize that H.R. 2646 is not perfect 
when it comes to the conservation section 
but we believe that it is a more practicable 
and realistic approach for Florida’s farmers 
and ranchers. It is our understanding that 
the proponents of H.R. 2375 have an amended 
version of their bill that will be offered when 
H.R. 2646 ‘‘The Farm Bill’’ is taken up by the 
House. We have made inquiries to the spon-
sor of H.R. 2375 in an effort to see if our con-
cerns have been addressed and no one has 
been able to provide us that assurance. 
Therefore, we ask that you consider our con-
cerns and not support this effort to amend 
the conservation title of H.R. 2646. 

If you need to discuss this issue in more 
detail or have any questions please contact 
Ray Hodge in our office. He will be in the 
Capitol next week and will come by your of-
fice to discuss this and other issues with 
your agriculture staff person. Thank you for 
considering our concerns and your willing-
ness to support the issues important to the 
livelihood of Florida farmers and ranchers 

Sincerely,

CARL B. LOOP, JR.,

President.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say what a 
wonderful job the chairman and the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Agriculture have done. I appreciate 
very much the hard work the gentle-
men have put into this. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to say 
that I think the sponsors of this 
amendment mean well. The people that 
support this amendment have the best 
of intentions. 

When I ran for office first in 1996, it 
was interesting to me that all of my 
opponents suddenly had become farm-
ers. If they were not farmers them-
selves, in some way they could con-
trive, they will know a farmer or their 
grandfather was a farmer or they 
would know a lot about a farmer or 
they had seen a farmer someplace or 
they had seen a crop someplace. But 
they all wanted to be related to farm-
ers in some way or another. 

I found that interesting today that 
suddenly we have this great outpouring 
of knowledge about agriculture in this 
body.

I would suspect, and I do not know 
for sure, that none of the sponsors of 
this amendment, and very likely none 
of the people that have spoken in favor 
of it, have ever raised a crop or pro-
duced any significant amount of food. 

I would submit, Mr. Chairman, that 
our job is to make sure that this coun-
try has a food supply, a reliable, safe, 
reasonably priced food supply, and in 
the effort to produce this, we must pro-
tect our air and water quality, and that 
is what this base bill does. It has been 
said over and over that our food policy 
in this country and our farm policy in 
this country is a failure. How can we 
say that when our producers are the 
best there has ever been, they are the 
most efficient and we have the most re-
liable, the safest and the most reason-
ably priced food supply of any Nation 
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in the world? Our farmers are on the 

edge. They simply are not going to do 

it any more. 
I would submit to the Members a re-

port about USDA’s last quarterly 

stocks estimate. One of the last para-

graphs in that report says if there is 

one thought for the Members to be left 

with regarding today’s stock report, it 

is that U.S. stocks of every commodity 

except corn are smaller today than a 

year ago, and in some cases dramati-

cally smaller. Our stocks of food in this 

country are shrinking. 
The national security interest is 

served by our farmers being able to 

stay in business. Certainly they are not 

getting rich. Most of them are not even 

making the cost of production, but one 

thing I can tell my colleagues that 

they do not need is for someone else to 

create one more way where the Federal 

Government can come and tell them 

what they have to do with their land. 
This amendment would destroy the 

safety net and drive production off-

shore, and it most certainly would 

cause consolidation, and if we want to 

see what corporate farms really look 

like, we can see what the result of this 

amendment would be because it would 

cause dramatic consolidation. 
The worst thing we can do to con-

servation is to continue to have a situ-

ation where our farmers cannot stay in 

business. Poor folks have poor ways 

and there is nothing they can do about 

it because that is all they have to work 

with.
We do not need a social engineering 

program. We need a balanced bill and 

that is what this base bill is. I wonder, 

if this amendment is such a good idea 

for farmers, why in the world is there 

not one, not one farm organization sup-

porting this bill? I think that pretty 

well says it. 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words. 
I rise to oppose, strenuously oppose 

the amendment that is being offered 

here today. The House Committee on 

Agriculture has spent months, years 

now, beginning in Kansas at the Kansas 

State Fair 2 years ago September, tak-

ing input from farmers about what we 

can do to address the crisis that we 

face in agriculture. That crisis is real. 
We face the circumstances in which 

the farmers of this country will not be 

farming. The economic conditions that 

American farmers and ranchers face 

are serious and getting worse. My 

farmers talk about what they do to 

serve to the next week, to the next 

month, to the next year. They talk 

about if things get any worse they have 

no option but to sell the farm and 

move to town. 
The average age of a farmer in Kan-

sas is 581⁄2 years old. There is no next 

generation waiting to take over the 

farm because there is no profitability 

in agriculture, and the idea that we 

can remedy this situation by putting 

more money elsewhere than into farm-

ers’ income is terribly, terribly flawed. 
There will be no farmers as stewards 

of the land absent an income in which 

to continue farming. What do we ex-

pect ourselves to do when the farmers 

are no longer on the land? Do we ex-

pect us to hire government employees 

to go out and manage the land so that 

they can perform conservation prac-

tices that our farmers are practicing 

today?
I care greatly about the use of land, 

about water quality, about water quan-

tity. There is no greater conservation 

environmental issue in the State of 

Kansas than the quality of water, and 

if we have a future in the State of Kan-

sas, it is because we have a clean and 

adequate water supply. I am proud of 

the efforts of the House Committee on 

Agriculture to address conservation en-

vironmental issues. 
We have spent a lot of time and a lot 

of effort taking a lot of input. Our abil-

ity to have the people necessary to be 

in the fields performing conservation 

practices is gone, absent the kind of as-

sistance in the commodity title of this 

farm bill. 
The reality is that life on the farm is 

tough. It is getting tougher, and if we 

care about conservation, if we care 

about the environment, we will make 

certain that those farmers and ranch-

ers are there and we will oppose the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 

from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

We need the assistance or we are 

going to have larger and larger farms. 

The gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 

BERRY) is absolutely right, if we want 

to see greater concentration in agri-

culture, put our farmers out of busi-

ness and then only those who are large 

will be left. 

This issue is at the core of whether 

or not we care about America, and es-

pecially whether or not we care about 

rural America and if we want children 

in the schools across the State of Kan-

sas and across rural areas of the coun-

try and if we want people shopping on 

Main Street, the critical issue we face 

is whether or not our farm families can 

make ends meet, and they are not 

doing it today, and they will not be 

helped with the passage of this amend-

ment.

I urge my colleagues to oppose it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 

words.

I represent the farmers and ranchers 

and small woodland owners whose 

voice is not heard here and have been 

ignored in some of the previous debate 

by other Members. 
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These commodity programs flow to a 

favored few. Now, certainly some of 

them are producing crops that are vital 

to feed our Nation. Others are pro-

ducing surplus cotton and other crops 

and getting subsidized for that. It is an 

extraordinarily market-distorting 

thing. Now, usually that side of the 

aisle is arguing for markets, but in this 

case they are arguing for market-dis-

torting subsidies. Many of the same 

people who are arguing against this 

amendment were gung ho for the Free-

dom to Farm bill a number of years 

ago. I voted against it. I thought it 

might lead to some of these problems. 

It has led to a record increase in com-

modity supports. 
And even if this amendment is adopt-

ed, there will still be $101 billion going 

to the commodity support programs. 

Now, who does it go to, and who would 

be hurt under this amendment? Well, 

under this amendment, actually 70 per-

cent of the farmers, those who seem to 

be ignored in the debate on that side 

and by a few on this side, that is dairy, 

ranchers, fruit and vegetables, I have a 

lot of those, I have some dairy, have a 

few ranchers, do not have peanut, 

sugar, tobacco, and then we have trees, 

those are my small wood-lot owners, 

people who practice forestry, people 

who are waiting in line now to get this 

conservation money because of prob-

lems we have in recovering our salmon 

runs in the Pacific Northwest. They 

are lined up. They are not getting the 

money, even with the increase in this 

bill.
I appreciate the modest increase in 

the bill, but more is needed. And this 

money will benefit this 70 percent of 

the people who are pretty much left 

out of this bill. 
Now, there is another 30 percent. And 

under this amendment, 27 percent of 

them, almost all of them, will be held 

harmless. But my colleagues are right, 

the top 3 percent, the people who get 

the largest subsidies in this country, 

the ones we read about and hear about 

on TV, some of them are even TV com-

mentators, they will get a cut. That is 

right, they will get a cut. But they will 

still get subsidies, very substantial 

subsidies, and we will spread this need-

ed money elsewhere. 
How needed is it? Well, if we refer to 

this chart, we see, in fact, it is quite 

needed. Right now we are funding con-

servation at this level. This is the de-

mand. We are not matching supply and 

demand. I wish this side of the aisle, 

which is always for markets, would 

help us better match supply and de-

mand. Here is the demand. Here is the 

supply.
Now, true, this bill, the base bill, 

would actually help a little bit. It still 

does not meet the demand and the 

backlog. And even if we get this 

amendment, we will not quite match 

supply and demand. There is an ex-

traordinary unmet demand out there, 

demand that flows to those other 70 

percent of the farmers, small farmers, 

truly small farmers, who I represent, 

who are left out of this bill. So we are 
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talking about hundreds of billions of 

dollars in this bill; but we are leaving 

out millions of farmers, small farms, 

dairy, small wood-lot, row crops, fruit 

and vegetable folks they represent. 
So let us put an end to the rhetoric of 

saying this is not for farmers, this 

money will not go to farmers, it will 

put new controls. It is a voluntary pro-

gram, a program that people are lined 

up to get into in my State; and the 

USDA simply says there is not enough 

money, come back next year, the year 

after, or the year after. We need that 

funding now. We need these increases. 

In fact, we need even more than will be 

provided under this amendment. 
Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) was correct 

when he commented on the fact that 

the supporters of this amendment do 

not come from this industry. I did a 

quick note. Most are attorneys. And I 

do not fault their desire or their ability 

or their right to be involved in this 

issue, but I can tell my colleagues that 

those who call themselves environ-

mentalists in this Congress are loving 

their land to death. 
I represent Montana. It happens to be 

one of the largest agricultural-pro-

ducing States, one of the largest 

States, and perhaps one of the ones 

most screwed up because of many of 

the conservation practices that are oc-

curring because of this Congress. Let 

me point out to my colleagues what 

some of this Congress’ conservation 

plans have done to us. 
This is what government farming 

practices look like. This is a forest 

fire. And I will tell my colleagues that 

underthinned forests kill forests every 

bit as much as overlogged forests. 

Undergrazed grass kills grass every bit 

as much as overgrazed grass. So we are 

going to exacerbate our problem? Are 

we going to put more in? Well, then, we 

will kill our land with kindness, and I 

hope we do not do that. 
This is what a managed environment 

looks like, so I am not standing before 

my colleagues today and trying to 

bring up dollars, which it seems like 

the majority of the argument has been 

on dollars in farmers’ pockets. This is 

my first farm bill, and the way things 

go around here, it may be my last. One 

never knows. But I want to thank the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

COMBEST), because if it is my only farm 

bill that I have an opportunity to 

speak on and to be involved in, I am 

proud to put my name on something 

that understands American agri-

culture.
I came here not anticipating I was 

going to win every issue. In fact, I did 

not. But I voted for this bill. I sup-

ported this bill because it truly under-

stands the needs, the desires, the wants 

of those of us in Montana agriculture 
and American agriculture. 

Now, I was not a supporter of increas-
ing additional conservation act money. 
I use myself as an example. My place is 
getting smaller. Just 9 months ago yes-
terday, I was in the agricultural busi-
ness. This suit was not bought with ag-
ricultural money, because I did not 
have it. I do now, because of this job. 
But as I tried to expand my business, 
do my colleagues know what I could 
not do? I lost a lot of acreage because 
of the estate tax. I can live with that. 
I can live with that. But at a time 
when I should have been getting bigger, 
I got smaller. And as I tried to get big-
ger, my neighbor puts his land in con-
servation reserve. I cannot rent land 
and I cannot buy land. I could not ex-
pand my ranch to pay for my children’s 
shoes, their college education, and my 
retirement.

Now, I might seem a little angry be-
cause I am a little angry. Because what 
I see happening in this Congress is that 
we are attempting to use the farmer 
for an environmental policy in this 
country, and I believe that is mis-
guided. We do not want to see more of 
this. This is a forest, but it is the same 
in the pasture land. The conservation 
practices that preserve property in this 
country without active management in 
fact are killing our environment. 

So it is not about jobs, and it is not 
about money. It is about our environ-
ment. And what is the best way to 
manage our environment? This bill 
does, in fact, without this amendment, 
do that. It maintains maximum plant-
ing flexibility, it provides counter-
cyclical protection, it allows farmers 
to update their base acreages, it in-

creases conservation programs, it ad-

dresses trade, research, nutrition, and 

includes one of my favorite issues, 

rural development and adding value to 

agricultural products. That is how we 

are going to save the American farmer. 

That is how we are going to create a 

better environment. 
Support the bill. Kill the amend-

ment.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that on this 

amendment and all amendments there-

to the remaining time be 40 minutes, 

equally divided between a proponent 

and an opponent of the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-

jection to the request of the gentleman 

from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-

LERT), the author of the amendment, 

will be recognized for 20 minutes. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that 10 minutes of 

my time be allocated to the cosponsor 

of the amendment, the gentleman from 

Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-

out objection, the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. KIND) will control 10 min-
utes in favor of the amendment, and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST) will control the time in opposi-
tion.

There was no objection. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that 10 minutes of 
the time allocated to the opponents be 
given to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. ROSS).

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

We have heard a lot of debate over 
this amendment in the last few hours. 
My colleagues, this is not about rich 
farmers against poor farmers. It is not 
about corporate farmers against non-
corporate farmers. It is not even about 
conservationists against those who 
feed America. Because our farm fami-
lies, our row croppers were this coun-
try’s first conservationists. This is 
about whether we want this country to 
become dependent on other countries 
for our food and fiber the way we have 
for our oil. 

We spent 8 months in the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, where I sit, 
writing this farm bill in a bipartisan 
effort. It is not the bill I would have 
written. I am sure the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) would have liked 
to have seen more in it for conserva-

tion. I would have liked to have seen 

more in it for row crops. But this is a 

democracy, and in a democracy and in 

our committee we compromised. And 

let us never forget that that com-

promise included increasing baseline 

spending for conservation by 78 per-

cent.
The 1996 farm bill did not work. If 

this amendment passes, the 2001 farm 

bill will not work. Farmers are going 

broke across the delta, across the 

southern half of Arkansas, and across 

much of America. Despite the fact that 

they are able to produce yields that 

they never dreamed of just 10 years 

ago, they cannot control market 

prices. Market prices are down. 
Now, I am not real good in math, I 

will confess to that, but it does not 

take a rocket scientist to figure it out 

that if it costs 70 cents a pound to grow 

cotton, and the market price is 40 cents 

a pound, that farmer has to have some 

help. My farm families do not want to 

be welfare farmers. They do not want 

to be insurance farmers. But they need 

America to be there for them when 

market prices are down, just as those 

farm families have been there doing 

what they know how to do best, and 

that is feed America for many, many 

generations.
Many are worried about a recession. 

If this amendment passes, I believe we 
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will have a serious recession, not only 

with our farm families but many of the 

smaller banks located in the delta. 

This amendment will directly take, 

next year alone, $183.7 million out of 

the pockets of our farm families in Ar-

kansas.
Finally, let me say this. We all want 

to try and represent our districts. I 

truly respect the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. KIND) for trying to rep-

resent the people of his district. I am 

trying to represent the people of mine 

so they can continue to feed America. 
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield such time as he may con-

sume to the gentleman from Alabama 

(Mr. EVERETT).
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in strong opposition to this really mis-

guided amendment. 
The Boehlert/Kind Amendment takes over 

$9 billion out of the farm program (and rural 
economies) in the first three years and only 
gradually makes available more conservation 
funds with heavy strings attached. This is not 
what farmers or rural America needs when it 
is currently reeling from 4 years of incredibly 
depressed prices. 

This amendment replaces the counter-cycli-
cal components of the farm bill which is de-
signed to avoid costly ad hoc programs, with 
statutory maximum payments which decline 
each year to $1.6 billion in the last year. If 
prices fall again in the future, the farm pro-
gram could not respond under this amend-
ment leaving Congress with the choice of an-
other farm bailout. The 2 years invested in 
writing a farm bill that will respond to market 
conditions would be wrecked. 

This amendment cuts program benefits to 
real farmers. They say their cut comes from 
the top 10% of recipients in each region of the 
country, but that top 10% consists of 100% 
producers. 

In closing, this amendment pits farmer 
against farmer. In the most ludicrous, but very 
real case, a farmer with 400 acres would have 
their payment cut by 66%. But the producer 
with 399 acres would receive every bit of their 
payment. Remember, this is the farm bill, not 
the environmental bill. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 

from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON),

whose State will be one of the many 

beneficiaries of all 50 States under the 

conservation amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

KIND), the gentleman from Maryland 

(Mr. GILCHREST), the gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), and me. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. If I 

were not such a civilized soul, I would 

have objected to this agreement. I have 

been in and out of this Chamber all 

afternoon waiting a chance to speak 

and I have 5 minutes’ worth to say. 

Now I have my 2 minutes to say it in. 
I just want all of my colleagues to 

know that the Committee on Agri-

culture did not hold a single hearing in 

New England; that its membership does 

not include any of us; that my friend, 

the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 

MORAN), could have made exactly the 
speech he made word for word and had 
the final sentence say, and that is why 
I support the amendment. 

b 1600

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues do not 
understand. Members want a farm sub-
sidy program for their farmers. Mem-
bers want it to be countercyclical. The 
compact is countercyclical, and it does 
control production, and get Members 
will not even give us a chance to do for 
our farmers what they so desperately 
want to do for their farmers. 

My colleagues increase the conserva-
tion money. I am glad this bill does 
that, but it will take $60 million of 
EQIP money to help my farmers, just 
the ones that have projects lined up, 
because we are the first State that is 
going to comply with those AFO/CAFO 
regulations that were put into place in 
this House to address nonpoint source 
pollution. It has to be done but it’s 
very costly. 

Though my small farmers have no 
margin. It will cost a million dollars a 
farm for the ten biggest farms in Con-
necticut and sizable dollars for every 
farm. Where are they going to get it? 
So increasing the funding for EQIP, I 
appreciate that, but it is not enough 
for even Connecticut. Doubling the 
money for WHIP from $25 million to $50 
million helps but currently 12 of our 

landowners are served. There are 46 ap-

plicants unserved right now. 
My colleagues have got to pay more 

attention to New England and parts of 

the country where we have small farms 

where people are spending full time 

farming. These are not hobby oper-

ations. These are farmers who want 

their kids to take over their farms. 
And they are creative entrepreneurs. 

For example, we have the most pro-

gressive manure management program 

in the Nation, and the agricultural re-

search funds will not allow us any 

money because it is an integrated sys-

tem, and all of our research monies are 

in silos. Old-fashioned. 
Mr. Chairman, it pains me as a Re-

publican that my party cannot even 

hear New England farmers. I am going 

to support this amendment because it 

is the only way I can help the people 

who depend on land for their living. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. FARR).
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I rise in strong support of this 

amendment. It seems what the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-

HOLM) have done is bring our entire 

House together. Everybody today is in 

support of agriculture, and I say halle-

lujah. But do not think for a moment 

that one bill addresses all of the agri-

culture in the country. I happen to rep-

resent the most productive agricul-

tural county in the United States. This 

bill does little to help it. 

Monterey County grows 85 crops. No 
other county in the United States 
grows 85 crops, and it is a $3 billion in-
dustry. What is the one thing they 
need? It is to preserve the land. All of 
this debate has been on the side of let 
us preserve the commodity bank ac-
count versus preserve the land. We are 
not going to have any agriculture with-
out land. 

Mr. Chairman, let us support this 
amendment. I used to be an authorizer, 
and I am an appropriator now. Guess 
what the appropriators lack? It is au-
thorization to put the money where 
people want it. This amendment raises 
that authorization. It allows the appro-
priators to meet the demand we are 
talking about to help preserve Ag land. 

In California alone, we have farmers 
who are offering to sell their develop-
ment rights so that the land will not be 
urbanized, so it will not be lost to agri-
culture. That queue is $47 million 
today. The bill only authorizes $50 mil-
lion. Just California could use that en-
tire authorization in our one State. 

If my colleagues look at it nation-
ally, farmers on the urban fringe face a 
$280 million backlog. Even the amend-
ment will not bring us up to the level 
of demand. If Members want to pre-
serve agriculture, preserve the land 
that agriculture is grown on, support 
this amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate my colleague’s 
compliment in calling Members like 
me a farmer because I have 60 acres 
and happen to live on the farm. But if 
Members look at the book that the 
USDA put out on food and agriculture 
policy, they note that this farmer 
group that we have been hearing the 
proponents of the Kind amendment 
talk about, represent that 62 percent of 
the farmers are rural residential farm-
ers that, quote, ‘‘view farming as an in-
vestment opportunity and a way to 
enjoy rural amenities’’ they describe 
that they have little dependence on the 
farm economy for their income, and 
that they typically have incomes com-
parable to those of nonfarm house-
holds.

These are the farmers that we are 
supposedly neglecting in this amend-
ment. We have to focus on the farm bill 
in the farm bill. I am pleased with the 

way the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) have come up 

with a bill that addresses the needs of 

farmers.
We have a better safety net for our 

farmers. There is an 80 percent increase 

in conservation funding. I am an ar-

dent supporter of conservation pro-

grams and have worked on behalf of 

conservation; and absent the con-

straints that budgets or public policy 
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would allow, this would be a good 
amendment. But in this amendment we 
are pitting farmer against conserva-
tionist, and that is not the way to do 
it.

We already have a significant in-
crease in the programs that will allow 
the backlog that has been talked about 
to be taken care of. I, like many in my 
district, understand the importance of 
a strong agricultural economy. We 
need to have a balanced approach. This 
bill is a balanced approach. 

This amendment would gut the farm 
program. It would make us have to go 
back to supplemental assistance every 
year and be damaging to the budget. 
We need to create a bill that is based 
on the consensus that has been devel-
oped over the last 2 years. Let us re-
member to keep farmers in the farm 
bill. Do not vote for this amendment. 
Vote for farmers and oppose the Kind 
amendment.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. KOLBE).

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Boehlert-Kind amend-
ment, but also to express my concern 
about the underlying bill. 

I was here on the floor in 1995 when 
we adopted the Freedom to Farm Act, 
and I thought it was a step in the right 
direction. This bill codifies a direction 
that we should not be going. The pay-
ments in here are for countercyclical 
commodity farmers, but it is $40 billion 
over 10 years. It goes a long way to re-
ducing the farmer’s market risk, and 
encourages farmers to grow without re-
gard to market forces. 

What I am concerned about and want 
to express my concern about is what it 
does fundamentally to put us at risk 
with our international trade policy. 

It is a clear step backwards for U.S. 
trade when it comes to agriculture. It 
would increase farmer dependency on 
Uncle Sam; thus, it sends a signal to 
U.S. trading partners and developing 
worlds that we are not serious about 
our success in another round of global 
trade negotiations where we are argu-
ing that we should get access to their 
markets with our commodities. 

The new language that would give 

authority to the Secretary of Agri-

culture to shift spending if U.S. sub-

sidy commitments are exceeded, that 

is only an effort to abdicate political 

responsibility for what ought to be 

good policy in the first place. 
I think the Boehlert-Kind amend-

ment at least moves us from spending 

more in what is called the ‘‘amber box’’ 

programs, those are programs that are 

trade distorting, to programs that are 

considered nontrade distorting, or ‘‘the 

green box.’’ It moves spending from 

those trade distorting programs into 

the conservation programs, and they 

are considered nondistorting; and, 

therefore, consistent with the trade 

agreements the Congress and the Presi-

dent have approved. 

In the development of farm policy, 
we have to lead by example. Passing 
this amendment will help remedy com-
ponents of a fundamentally flawed bill, 
but we should recognize that it does 
not completely reverse the direction in 
U.S. trade policy that this legislation 
would have us take. 

I find some reassurance in the Presi-
dent’s statement of administration pol-
icy. The Congress and the President 
should have the ability to help U.S. 
farmers, and I support the amendment 
and have expressed my concerns about 
the underlying bill. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, they 
say a picture is worth a thousand 
words. We have talked a lot about this 
farm bill and how much it increases 
conservation programs. 

This was the 1996 farm bill. This was 
seen by many, and stated by many of 
the environmental groups today sup-
porting this amendment, as the 
greenest farm bill that had ever been 
written. That was 1996. 

Look what we do with conservation 
programs in this bill. They are in-
creased substantially. If Members look 
at the individual programs and how 
much they go up compared to nonpas-
sage of this bill, it is a substantial in-
crease in environmental programs. 

Ducks Unlimited have said they do 
not support this bill because it does 
not do enough to preserve wetlands. 
Look at what has happened in wetlands 
over previous years. This is how much 
we were losing from 1954 to 1974. Today 
it is down to this. Look how much of it 
is lost because of agriculture, the top 
part, and how much is lost in urban 
areas. It is primarily the urban areas. 

This amendment has problems that 
are unintended. When you idle farm-

land, it not only affects the farmer, it 

affects every community that depends 

on that farm. This year, in Idaho we 

idled 150,000 acres due to a power 

buyback because of the energy crisis. I 

can tell my colleagues that businesses 

in every small community that depend 

on agriculture have seen their busi-

nesses decline. Some of them by as 

much as 50 percent, and that is exactly 

what will happen when we take land 

out and set it aside and do not produce 

on it. 
We need to make sure that those 

businesses stay in business and that 

they are doing the job that they can 

for their communities. 
Some people are concerned about the 

fiscal impact of this legislation. Our 

hope is that farmers do not have to 

rely on government for payments, that 

commodity prices cover the cost of 

raising their crops. And if commodity 

prices go up, we will spend less under 

the underlying bill than we have said it 

will cost. 
But with the Kind amendment when 

Congress puts that money into the en-

vironmental programs, it will be spent 

regardless of what the commodity 

prices are. That money will be spent, 

and it will go on forever because once 

we start those programs, we are never 

going to stop them, once we increase 

that acreage as much as my colleagues 

want to. 
We all are concerned about the envi-

ronment. We are doing in this bill a 

great deal to improve the environment. 

Much has been said today about the 

statement of administration policy or 

SAP, as it is appropriately called. I 

want to say this bluntly. I am sorry I 

have to say it, but we are right and 

they are wrong. 
Mr. Chairman, I hope that once the 

administration has an opportunity to 

study this bill and to study farm policy 

the way that this Committee on Agri-

culture has for the last 2.5 years and 

how we can improve the environment 

and how we can improve the com-

modity prices for our producers, they 

will come on board with our bill and 

see that it accomplishes the goals that 

they have set forward. I urge my col-

leagues to defeat the Kind amendment 

and pass the underlying bill. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Wash-

ington (Mr. INSLEE).
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, family 

farmers are hard working and dis-

ciplined; but I want to point out that 

there are some other groups of people 

who provide us nourishment, and one is 

the family fisherman and fisherwoman. 
I know a guy named Rudy who used 

to run a boat called the Shirley Anne 

when there were abundant salmon 

stocks in the State of Washington. His 

family does not fish any more because 

the salmon are gone, destroyed, caput, 

because we have silted up the rivers 

and destroyed a great natural resource. 
What this amendment will do and 

why I am supporting it in part is it will 

expand the number of farmers and 

crops who can use this money to help 

other people who provide food, namely 

fishermen and fisherwomen. I do not 

think that is too much to ask. 
We are taking only 3 percent of the 

people who benefit from this, and we 

are spreading it around to every farmer 

in the country and saying if they want 

to help, they are going to have this 

money simply for conservation. 
Let me point out also, this is not a 

question of taking money away from 

farmers. It is only a question of what 

they will do in return for the money. 

All this amendment suggests is instead 

of asking them to grow corn, help us 

grow some fish because it is not corn 

that is on the Endangered Species Act, 

it is fish. We are asking farmers who 

want to help to be allowed to help in 

that regard. 
I want to quote the President of the 

United States, who has been doing a 

good job for us lately. His administra-

tion policy statement says, ‘‘While 
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overall farm income is strengthened, 
there is no question that some of our 
Nation’s producers are in serious finan-
cial straits, especially smaller farmers 
and ranchers. Rather than address 
these unmet needs, H.R. 2646 would 
continue to direct the greatest share of 
resources to those least in need of gov-
ernment assistance. Nearly half of all 
recent government payments have 
gone to the largest 8 percent of farms, 
usually very large producers, while 
more than half of all U.S. farmers 
share in only 13 percent of the pay-
ments.’’

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2646 would only 
increase this disparity. 

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GRAVES).

b 1615

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong opposition to this 
amendment. This amendment is not in 
the best interests of farmers and ranch-
ers in the State of Missouri nor any-
where else in the Nation. 

This amendment diverts money out 

of the hands of working farmers. 

Throughout this debate, I have heard 

my colleagues discuss the current farm 

crisis, the low commodity prices, the 

struggling family farm operations. I 

know all too well just how hard it is to 

stay in production agriculture today. I 

am a farmer. 
I want to remind my colleagues that 

the legislation we are debating today 

will guide the agriculture industry for 

the next 10 years. I believe that farm-

ers in my district would agree that the 

base bill is a very good bill. It provides 

the stability that producers need to 

stay in business while dramatically in-

creasing funding for conservation in-

centive programs. This amendment 

that we are talking about disrupts the 

balance that that base bill tries to 

strike.
This amendment diverts $15 billion 

from the farm safety net, hitting those 

farmers who are hurting the worst the 

hardest. Furthermore, this diversion of 

funds from the financial safeguard 

would be used to expand Federal con-

trol and ownership of private lands. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment takes 

lands permanently out of production 

by devoting billions of dollars to land 

retirement. This amendment retires 

productive farmland. Taking land out 

of production does not ensure the con-

tinuation of a safe, affordable, domes-

tic source of food and fiber for our 

country. In this time of international 

uncertainty, we do not want to tie the 

hands of the world’s most productive 

farmers.
I urge my colleagues to defeat this 

amendment.
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

also in strong support of this amend-

ment. The underlying bill fails to pro-

vide adequate help to small farmers 

and once again disproportionately ben-

efits the larger commodity producing 

farms.
The fact of the matter is that this 

bill does not truly reform the current 

failures of our Nation’s farm policy. I 

agree with the Bush administration’s 

statement of administration policy on 

the bill which states, ‘‘The Nation’s 

farm sector has changed significantly 

due to new technologies, globalization, 

and environmental concerns, and this 

bill does not reflect those changes.’’ 
The Kind-Gilchrest-Boehlert amend-

ment will help balance this bill’s lop-

sided payment structure by making 

more conservation funds available to 

small family farmers. Due to the dra-

matic increase in commodity pay-

ments, only 5 percent of the USDA’s 

funding has gone towards conservation 

programs. Rural housing programs 

have also been squeezed. 
Numerous Delaware farmers and 

growers who do not grow commodity 

crops have applied for conservation 

funding to improve our State’s water 

quality, contain nutrient pollution, 

combat sprawl and assist in wildlife 

protection. Unfortunately, applicants 

are being turned away left and right 

because of a lack of funding for vital 

conservation programs. Delaware has 

an almost $10 million backlog in con-

servation assistance applications. Fed-

eral conservation programs have great-

ly assisted Delaware in its longtime ef-

forts to conserve farmland, protect the 

environment and improve water qual-

ity.
I believe that the bill also will not 

solve the long-term problem. Due to 

large agriculture subsidies abroad, par-

ticularly Europe, some level of Amer-

ican subsidies for farmers is required. 

Indeed, even if this amendment passes 

today, Mr. Chairman, the Nation’s 

commodity farmers who benefit the 

most from our government subsidies 

will still receive an 11 percent increase 

in their annual payments. 
I want to highlight a quote from the 

administration’s statement of policy 

which states, ‘‘H.R. 2646 would depart 

from this pro-trade direction by sig-

nificantly increasing domestic sub-

sidies to levels that would undermine 

our negotiating position in the next 

round of World Trade Organization ne-

gotiations. This bill would likely in-

duce other countries to raise barriers 

to our products.’’ 
I will not support a bill that harms 

our ability to open foreign markets to 

U.S. products. I encourage everyone 

here to support the amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 

California (Mr. POMBO).
Mr. POMBO. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding time. 
Mr. Chairman, I think we have to be 

honest with ourselves. The reason that 

we have a Federal agriculture policy at 

all is to provide a dependable, abun-

dant supply of cheap food for the Amer-

ican people. That is why we do this. 
I think that if you look at this 

amendment and what the impact of the 

underlying policy goal of Federal ag 

policy, what the impact would be on 

that, you have to go to the very source. 

They take millions of acres of land out 

of production. Now, some people may 

like that. Some people may not. But 

the truth is, is that it puts us in the 

position of providing less food and fiber 

for the consumption of the American 

people, because you are taking millions 

of acres of land out of production. 
I heard earlier in the debate some-

body said that we want to give more 

money to our family farmers, that we 

want more money for them. And some-

how, in the twisted logic, they think 

that putting them out of business gets 

more money to them. It does not work 

that way. We also heard on the debate 

on dairy earlier about how much people 

cared about their small dairy farmers. 

What do you think your small dairy 

farmers are going to think when their 

grain prices double or triple or more, 

because the guys who were producing 

their grain now put their land in CRP 

or put their land in wetlands reserve or 

put their land in one of these biological 

corridor things that you guys are cook-

ing up in this? 
The impact on the dairy farmers is 

going to be immense. Now, you want to 

take care of that. You put rotational 

grazing in there. Just on the back of an 

envelope trying to figure this out, I fig-

ure it is going to take 200 to 300 million 

acres of land in this country to do rota-

tional grazing with the current dairy 

stock that we have; 200 to 300 million 

acres. But we are not going to have 

that because we are taking it out of 

production.
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. Payne). 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I am in 

full support of the Boehlert-Kind- 

Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. This 

amendment will increase funding for 

conservation programs and give farm-

ers and ranchers the ability to solve 

water quality problems, to improve the 

health of the land and to protect wild-

life. Conservation programs preserve 

land by encouraging farmers not to 

farm on highly erodible lands, provide 

assistance in controlling polluted 

water runoff and encourages preserva-

tion of wetlands. 
This amendment successfully ad-

dresses the concerns of 70 percent of all 

farmers who produce at least 80 percent 

of all agricultural products by increas-

ing conservation programs accessible 

to all kinds of farming. 
This amendment does not take 

money away from the agriculture com-

munity. It will simply shift $1.9 billion 

a year away from commodity programs 
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to conservation programs, which will 

subsequently reach more regions of the 

country.
This amendment also extends the 

wetlands reserve program. This pro-

gram continues to be popular in my 

area of the country in New Jersey, and 

I am equally pleased to acknowledge 

the benefits that this amendment will 

provide to States along the Mississippi 

River as well as the West and in Flor-

ida. I would even like to see us go fur-

ther, but I will ask that we fully sup-

port this amendment and urge my col-

leagues to vote for it. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 

New Hampshire (Mr. BASS).
Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the amendment. A lot has 

been made about the fact that this 

amendment would take land out of pro-

duction. Unfortunately, it is a reality 

in my State of New Hampshire that 

farms are really not economic. I would 

only draw to your attention a farm 

like Sunny Crest Farm in Concord, 

New Hampshire, which has benefited 

from the farmland protection program 

and can now produce apples for the 

foreseeable future instead of houses. 

These programs are critical to the 

maintenance of a very sad farming sit-

uation in the Northeast. I hope that 

the Congress will adopt this important 

amendment.
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Washington (Mr. 

NETHERCUTT).
Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the Kind amend-

ment and want to comment about the 

comments that have been made regard-

ing trade distortion that would come 

out of this farm bill, the underlying 

farm bill, that I think has been crafted 

so well by the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. 
One of the problems with the freedom 

to farm implementation has not been 

the freedom to farm concept, but the 

implementation of it. The Congress has 

failed until just last year to open mar-

kets to our farmers so they could have 

markets around the world that they 

could compete in. And so it is improper 

to say that this is somehow trade dis-

torting, when in fact, farmers have 

been begging over the years to have ac-

cess to markets that have been closed 

to them and that food has been used as 

a weapon in foreign policy. 
What we need certainly is trade pro-

motion authority for this President to 

go negotiate our agreements with 

other countries to lower their tariff 

barriers so that we can have access to 

their markets, our farmers can. 
This amendment, with all due respect 

to the sponsors and the supporters, 

would take land out of production. And 

when it takes land out of production, 

we jeopardize the food safety and secu-

rity of our country. If you do not have 

farmers farming, you are not going to 

have food produced domestically which 

we may need in years ahead just as we 

need it today. 
It also has a negative impact. As you 

put money and land into conservation 

programs, like CRP and wetlands re-

serve, you take it out of production. 

The production agriculture does not 

then help rural communities, such as 

the implement store or the seed guy or 

the food store in rural communities. 

We are seeing our rural communities in 

jeopardy around this country. So pro-

duction agriculture is promoted and as-

sisted in the underlying bill. That is 

why we must support this bill and re-

ject the amendment. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Wash-

ington (Mr. LARSEN), another distin-

guished member of the Committee on 

Agriculture.
Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise today in support of 

this amendment. There are three issues 

that are really driving my support for 

this amendment. One is the ag econ-

omy in my district is in as much des-

peration as any other district in this 

country. Second, one of the issues af-

fecting my farmers is suburban en-

croachment. They need help to con-

tinue farming. The third is the listing 

on the Endangered Species Act of the 

Puget Sound Chinook salmon, which is 

wreaking havoc for my family farms. 
Having a strong conservation title is 

important. When I went around my dis-

trict in April, my farmers asked for 

three things in a farm bill, a strong 

trade title, strong research and a 

strong conservation title. I have 

learned a lot from the farmers in my 

district. I have also learned a lot from 

two people on the committee, the 

chairman and the ranking member. I 

want to thank them for the hard work 

that they have put in to getting the 

farm bill as far as it has gone. But for 

my farmers in my district, having a 

strong conservation title is critically 

important, which is why I stand today 

in support of the Kind amendment. 
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM).
Mr. PUTNAM. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding me this time. 
Mr. Chairman, I represent an area 

that should be the target population 

for this amendment, a State that does 

not benefit from the traditional com-

modities programs, a State that has a 

tremendous agricultural base, a lot of 

family farms. But contrary to what the 

propaganda has been that has been put 

out there, this bill gives the perception 

that the money is going to States like 

Florida, like fruit and vegetable pro-

ducing States that do not have the 

grains, but it takes it away with these 

size limitations. 

Forty percent of the dairy farms in 
Florida would not qualify for any of 
the benefits placed under the Kind 
amendment. Ninety percent of the 
poultry farms would not qualify as put 
out by our Commissioner of Agri-
culture in a letter to the delegation 
this morning. 

It is time for some of those environ-
mental groups and sportsmen’s groups 
to pull off the interstate, step out of 
the Range Rover, get your feet dirty 
and see what farmers need. Farmers 
need the ability to continue to produce 
food and fiber for this Nation. Farmers 
need the ability to stay in business, 
with working lands, with productive 
lands, with assistance to do what they 
want to do, to raise crops, to grow live-
stock, not to raise government pay-
ments, not to harvest checks from the 
mailbox, not to be a part of an environ-
mental movement. 

If the farm organizations were going 
to benefit from this program, then how 
come none of them support this amend-
ment? Do not scratch our ear and walk 
us to the kill floor. This amendment is 
bad for farmers. It is bad for agri-
culture. It is time that we step back 
and support the original bill that 
bumps up conservation support, en-
courages good stewardship of the land 
and reinforces private property rights 
and entrepreneurial spirit in the 
United States and in the agricultural 
economy.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Boehlert-Kind- 
Gilchrest-Dingell amendment that will 
strengthen our existing conservation 
programs. The amendment embodies 
many of the important provisions that 
encourage all agricultural developers 
to participate in Federal conservation 
programs. It will help farmers and 
ranchers improve water quality, pro-
tect farmland from urban sprawl, pre-

serve critical wildlife habitat, as well 

as provide farmers with technical as-

sistance to implement such conserva-

tion measures. 

b 1630

The amendment also provides addi-

tional funding for small farmers and 

ranchers to participate in conservation 

programs. They have in the past been 

deterred from participating in those 

programs because of funding shortages. 
The amendment provides $1.9 billion 

above the current amount included in 

H.R. 2646 for conservation programs. 

This additional funding for maintain-

ing and expanding the programs does 

not increase the cost of the farm bill. 

The amendment simply shifts funds 

from commodity programs to conserva-

tion programs that reach more farmers 

in more areas of the country. In addi-

tion, the amendment does not reduce 

the amount of funding commodity pro-

grams receive. These programs would 
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still receive funding above the average 

level of the last 10 years. 
Maryland conservation efforts will 

benefit from this increased conserva-

tion funding, as will those from other 

States. The funding for the Conserva-

tion Reserve Program, especially for 

grass and tree buffers near water bod-

ies, would help reduce agricultural pol-

lutants in many Maryland watersheds. 

In addition, suburban sprawl is swal-

lowing many parts of Maryland. With-

out some farmland and protection 

money to pay farmers for the develop-

ment rights, even more farmland would 

be lost. 
Mr. Chairman, I certainly urge all 

Members to vote in favor of this 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HANSEN). The Chair would announce 

that the gentleman from Wisconsin 

(Mr. KIND) has 31⁄2 minutes remaining 

and will be first to close; the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 

2 minutes remaining and will be second 

to close; the gentleman from New York 

(Mr. BOEHLERT) has 2 minutes remain-

ing and will be third to close; and the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST)

or the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 

LUCAS), as the case may be, has 2 min-

utes remaining and will close. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to my good friend, the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR),

the distinguished minority whip. 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me time. 
Mr. Chairman, I was on a hike one 

day in the northern part of my district, 

crossing it with my wife, and we ran 

across this farmer who was working in 

his fields. He came out to greet us. He 

had an orange that he took out of his 

knapsack and started to peel it and 

stopped, and he held it in his hand and 

he said to me, ‘‘Look at this.’’ I looked. 

And he said, ‘‘See my thumbnail 

around this orange?’’ I said ‘‘Yes.’’ He 

said, ‘‘That is what we have left of 

prime agricultural land on the planet 

Earth.’’
We are losing 68 square miles of 

prime agricultural land in the State of 

Michigan every year. That is com-

parable to the size of two townships. 
Our current backlog request for con-

servation measures is $45 million. Ap-

proximately 88,000 square miles of 

Great Lakes Basin are devoted to agri-

culture; yet we lose 63 million tons of 

top soil from farmland basins each year 

in our State. 
We have got a huge problem with un-

checked combined animal feeding oper-

ations in the southwest part of our 

State, raising serious environmental 

problems. If you do not believe that, 

ask the people in Milwaukee, Wis-

consin, where 104 people died of 

cryptosporidium that was thought to 

be caused by animal waste. 
Above all, we need to remember that 

our farmers play a crucial role in pre-

serving our environment, and we 
should never forget that they are truly 
the stewards of our land. This amend-
ment does that. It takes care of our 
land.

The amendment will provide a 63 per-
cent increase in conservation dollars 
for Michigan farmers. It will increase 
funding for farmland protection pro-
grams so that family farmers can stay 
in business, despite threats of sprawl 
and over development. 

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, it makes a long-term invest-
ment in the rural heritage of our coun-
try.

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Kind amendment. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to 
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber and my other colleagues on the 
Committee on Agriculture for the obvi-
ous hard work all of us have put in in 
trying to craft the next farm bill. This 
is not easy stuff. 

I want to commend my colleagues for 
the spirited debate we had on the floor 
today. This is what democracy is all 
about. It is being able to raise varying 

issues, have a discussion about them, 

and then ultimately a vote. But, again, 

let me just emphasize a couple of key 

points in this. 
The current commodity subsidy re-

cipients now are going to be getting 

double the amount of subsidy pay-

ments, even under our own amendment 

under this new farm bill, so it is not 

like they are going to be experiencing 

a net loss or we are taking something 

away. We are only saying that perhaps 

a little bit of the huge increase that 

they are going to be getting could be 

shifted into these voluntary conserva-

tion programs so all farmers in all re-

gions will be able to benefit. 
There are some who have claimed 

that we need to send the money to 

those who are producing the food in the 

country. I agree. But let us also re-

member, 70 percent of the farmers in 

this country are not receiving any 

commodity subsidies at all; yet those 

70 percent of farmers are producing 80 

percent of the food market value in 

this country. I think the time has 

come to include them into the farm 

bill and the benefits of the farm bill in 

a fair and more equitable fashion with 

the societal benefits that our amend-

ment would also bring. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support our amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, it is not by accident 

that this Nation has the most abun-

dant food supply, the best quality of 

food, the safest food supply, at the low-

est cost to our people of any country in 

the world. It is because our agricul-

tural policy has been balanced. 
This bill today is more than just 

commodities and conservation. It is 

also forestry, trade, research, nutri-

tion, rural development, and credit. 
The Committee on Agriculture had a 

difficult time. We had to fit it within a 

$73.5 billion budget. Therefore, we had 

to make tough choices, and that is 

what we did. 
To those who support the amendment 

today, who I most ardently oppose, let 

me point out to our colleagues, we are 

spending on the same programs; it is 

just the amount of money that you are 

wanting to spend. 
The backlog that everybody has 

talked about, 561,000 acres in the wet-

lands reserve, we provide in our $1.5 

billion, three times the backlog. In the 

environmental quality program that 

the gentlewoman from Connecticut 

(Mrs. JOHNSON) spoke about a moment 

ago, we put $800 million more into it 

than the amendment. In the wildlife 

habitat, 3,017 applicants for $19 million, 

we put $385 million. Farmland protec-

tion, the backlog, $281 million, we put 

$500 million. 
We meet the needs of the environ-

mental community. This is the 

greenest farm bill that has ever passed 

this Congress, and I support it enthu-

siastically. I oppose the amendment. 

The amendment will do drastic harm 

to all of the causes that those who sup-

port the amendment profess to believe 

that they will help. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, the bipartisan and 

geographically dispersed sponsors of 

my amendment and the administration 

looked at the base bill and drew the 

same conclusions. 
Let me read from the statement of 

administration policy: ‘‘The adminis-

tration believes it is possible to craft a 

policy that is better for rural America, 

better for the environment and better 

for expanding markets for our pro-

ducers than H.R. 2646.’’ We agree. That 

is why we have sponsored this amend-

ment.
The administration says: ‘‘H.R. 2646 

misses the opportunity to modernize 

the Nation’s farm programs through 

market-oriented tools, innovative envi-

ronmental programs, including extend-

ing benefits to working lands and aid 

programs that are consistent with our 

trade agenda.’’ We agree. That is why 

we sponsored this amendment. 
The administration notes that the 

base bill fails to help farmers most in 

need, those in serious financial straits, 

especially smaller farmers and ranch-

ers. We agree. That is why we support 

this amendment. 
The administration observes that 

nearly half of all recent government 

payments have gone to the largest 8 

percent of farms, usually very large 

producers, while more than half of all 

U.S. farmers share in only 13 percent of 

the payments. H.R. 2646 would only in-

crease this disparity. We agree. That is 

why we support this amendment. 
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The farmers who do not receive com-

modity payments, 70 percent of all 

farmers produce 80 percent of the value 

of all agricultural products. If you 

want to help farmers, if you want clean 

water, if you want open space, vote for 

our amendment. 
Let me observe, we have heard all 

day that the bill already increases con-

servation funding, and it does. But it 

puts that increase almost exclusively 

in one program, then it changes the 

rules to target the program to the larg-

est farmers in the fewest number of 

States.
I say vote for the Boehlert-Gilchrest- 

Kind-Dingell amendment. Support 

America’s farmers. Take care of the 

little guy. I urge passage of the amend-

ment.
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself the balance of my 

time.
First of all, I would like to take note 

that the administration does not en-

dorse this amendment. Nowhere do I 

see the administration endorsing the 

Kind amendment. Furthermore, when 

the question comes to the big picture 

of agriculture, perhaps some of the bu-

reaucrats within the administration do 

not fully appreciate everything that we 

see going on. So they may be wrong in 

their general statement about it. 
But let us remember this: we have 

passed comprehensive farm bills since 

1933, and the goal of every farm bill is 

ultimately to provide a safe supply of 

food and fiber to dress and feed this 

great Nation. And we have succeeded 

so well; we have never known a famine 

in this country in the history of Fed-

eral farm policy. That is nothing short 

of incredible. 
Now, the question about backlogs 

and the needs out there for conserva-

tion, we had hearings at full com-

mittee, we had hearings at sub-

committee. We listened to 23 groups. 

We listened to everybody who had an 

interest in this issue, and we addressed 

every one of their needs. 
In the first year of funding in this 

bill, whether it is EQIP or farmland or 

every other provision of conservation, 

we address the needs. We wipe out the 

backlog, and we go farther. We go far-

ther; $37 billion to be spent on con-

servation over the next 10 years. It is 

amazing.
If you had said 10 years ago we could 

do that, people would have thought you 

were crazed. If you said 30 years ago we 

could do that, they would have even 

been even more amazed. 
We have risen to the occasion on the 

committee, we have addressed all of 

the needs out there, and we have done 

it within the resource allocation given 

to us by the Committee on the Budget. 
Yes, we still take care of production 

agriculture. You will still be able to 

eat; you will still be able to dress in 

this country, thanks to the American 

farmer and rancher. We owe them this. 

And, oh, yes, do not forget those con-

servation programs are cost-share, so 

when that farmer and rancher is doing 

things to preserve the soil and water, 

the wildlife, he is putting down a big 

chunk of his or her own money. There 

is nothing free about this. 
American farmers and ranchers are 

the ultimate stewards of the soil, of 

water, of the wildlife, of the environ-

ment, the ultimate stewards; and in 

this bill we help them become even bet-

ter stewards, using their resources and 

some Federal resources together. 
Mr. Chairman, let us defeat this 

amendment, let us pass this bill, let us 

get on with the agenda of the future of 

production of agriculture and the envi-

ronment in this country, and start our 

hearings on the next bill. 
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 

support of the amendment offered by my col-
league from New York, Mr. BOEHLERT. 

I rise in support of the amendment offered 
by my colleague from New York, Mr. BOEH-
LERT. 

This proposal significantly increases the in-
vestment in an array of important programs 
which are critical to conservation efforts in my 
state of New York and in other states across 
the country: the EQIP program, the Farmland 
Protection Program, the Wetlands Reserve 
Program, the Conservation Reserve Program, 
and the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program. 

This amendment will help us reach more 
farmers in more parts of the country. And will 
assist these farmers in their efforts to protect 
and restore the health of their land and the liv-
ability of their communities. 

So I thank my colleagues—Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. KIND, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. DINGELL— 
for their work on this proposal, and offer my 
strong support for this amendment. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port to the Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell 
amendment. It puts added emphasis on con-
servation programs, and offers more re-
sources based on conservation to all farmers, 
rather than a limited group. 

There is nothing more precious than our 
land. Without it, we cannot sustain life. With-
out appropriate measures of assistance, too 
many producers of row crops, as well as fruits, 
vegetables and livestock—all find themselves 
without the ability to undertake the full degree 
of conservation practices necessary. 

At the same time, one of the most signifi-
cant issues facing our communities is urban 
sprawl. Across the Nation more than 90 million 
acres of farmland are threatened by sprawl, 
and we lose more than 2 million acres every 
year to development. Unplanned and ineffi-
cient development is consuming land at twice 
the rate of population growth. The Boehlert- 
Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment provides 
funding for conservation programs that can 
help alleviate the consumption of valuable, 
productive agricultural lands. While putting 
greater emphasis on conservation. 

Why should funding be increased for con-
servation programs that protect farmland from 
development? 

Sprawl cost taxpayers more dollars for new 
infrastructure. Farmland or open space gen-
erates only 38 cents in costs for each dollar in 

taxes paid, whereas residential development 
requires $1.24 in public expenditures for every 
dollar it generates in tax revenues. 

Farms located near urban centers serve as 
the primary source of fresh, locally grown 
food. Seventy-nine percent of our fruit, sixty- 
nine percent of our vegetables, and fifty-two 
percent of our dairy goods are produced on 
high quality farmland that is threatened by 
urban growth. One-third of America’s agricul-
tural production occurs on farms near cities. 
America cannot afford to squander this re-
source. 

Cities and towns can save billions of dollars 
in municipal water treatment costs. Protecting 
wetlands and streams prevents costs of water 
treatment systems downstream. 

We know that there is great concern on the 
part of the Agriculture Committee about the 
offsets provided by this amendment. The 
sponsors of the amendment have attempted to 
target these reductions in a fashion to mini-
mize the impact on over 90 percent of all pro-
ducers receiving payments. 

But keep certain facts in mind. First, even 
though the last Farm Bill was for seven years, 
it did not go untouched during its life. If any-
one of us here today truly believes that this is 
the last time we will visit the farm bill until 
2011, you have far greater faith than I. There 
always remains room for improvement. 

Second, the emergency programs that we 
have seen in recent years did not treat pro-
ducers fairly. Many growers in my district told 
me how unfair they thought they were, and 
this included some of the growers receiving 
the benefits. Even though the bill before us 
today suggest that it will avoid the problems of 
emergency bills, it still fails to correct many of 
the imbalances that exist in the current pro-
gram, and it fails to provide a broad range 
safety net for other producers. Where is the 
Freedom to Farm in protection for some com-
modities but not for others? 

We are at a stage where we need a broad 
recasting of our farm policy. We need pro-
grams that promote conservation. We need to 
provide support for alternative products like 
biofuels. We need new thinking, higher value 
added not old hat solutions. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the Boehlert-Kind- 
Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell 
amendment. 

This amendment to the farm bill will help 
farmers help the environment by providing 
funding for vitally important conservation ef-
forts. These include: the Conservation Re-
serve Programs; restoration of 250,000 acres 
of wetlands; increased funding for Wildlife 
Habitat Incentives Program; and the creation 
of a 3-million-acre grassland reserve. 

According to the Kansas City Star and in a 
recent poll, 75 percent of Americans want con-
servation to be included in any farm package 
established by the U.S. Government. 

The farm bill, in its current form, excludes 
equitable relief for 60 percent of farmers. 
These farmers currently do not receive any 
benefits from the traditional commodity sup-
port programs. This amendment redistributes 
money more widely and equitable to pro-
ducers and also improves the environment. 

This bill would also save billions of dollars in 
municipal water treatment costs and would re-
duce erosion and sediment in the water by 
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providing natural buffers along rivers and 
streams. 

In the past, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture opposed small farmers’, ranchers’, and 
forest landowners’ requests for assistance in 
order to restore lost habitat. Also, according to 
the Bush administration, payments have gone 
to the largest 8 percent of farms, while more 
than half of all U.S. farmers share only 13 per-
cent of the payments. 

As we establish a legislative framework to 
assist with land cultivation, we must also in-
vest in sound environmental policies and prac-
tices. 

The Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amend-
ment is supported by numerous organizations 
including: the League of Conservation Voters, 
the Water Environment Federation, the Na-
tional Association of Water Companies, the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, Ducks Unlimited, 
Trout Unlimited, the Izaak Walton League, and 
Defenders of the Wildlife. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in voting 
‘‘yes’’ for the Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell 
amendment. 

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to take this opportunity to thank the gentlemen 
from Texas, Chairman COMBEST and CHARLIE 
STENHOLM, not only their hard work in crafting 
this farm bill, but also for the way in which 
they worked with members from all areas of 
the country to make sure we had the best bill 
that could have been drafted under the tough 
circumstances we faced. 

This bill will go a long way to help many of 
the producers that I represent in southeastern 
North Carolina, and believe me: the timing 
could not have come sooner. The agriculture 
sector is struggling in America, and farmers 
need our help. This bill provides an additional 
$73.5 billion for agriculture and our rural com-
munities during a time they need it most. 

However, I would like to mention one area 
that could have used additional funding. For 
the past 6 years, peanut producers have been 
operating under a price support system that 
guaranteed $610 per ton of peanuts. During 
this time, the farmers’ input costs, such as fuel 
and fertilizer, have also steadily increased, 
squeezing already thin profit margins. This bill 
changes the current program, and I fear North 
Carolina peanut producers will earn even less, 
only exacerbating farm sales in my area. 
Therefore, as this bill moves forward, I hope 
additional funds will be found for peanut pro-
ducers. 

Nonetheless, Mr. Chairman, this is a good 
bill overall; I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I 
support this bipartisan amendment because it 
will help farmers and ranchers to be even bet-
ter stewards of their lands. 

Farmers provide the backbone of America 
by putting food on our tables. But agriculture 
is a hard business. 

Food prices fluctuate for a number of rea-
sons, which in turn can affect the demand and 
price for certain crops. Poor crop prices hit 
farmers were it hurts the most—the pocket-
book. When a farmer is having trouble taking 
care of his or her own family, taking care of 
the land can become a less important priority. 

But we can change that with this amend-
ment, which will put a new and greater em-
phasis on successful conservation programs. 

The Wetland Reserve Program, the Wildlife 
Habitat Incentives Program, Farmland and 
Ranchland Protection Program, and the Con-
servation Reserve Program are just a few of 
the programs that are the focus of the amend-
ment. 

These programs give incentives to farmers 
to restore wetlands, improve natural habitats 
for endangered species and hold the line 
against urban sprawl by preserving open 
space. 

Farmers and ranchers want to participate in 
these programs. Unfortunately, many cannot. 
These programs have not had the resources 
to allow everyone who qualifies to take part. 
This amendment will go far to remedy that sit-
uation. 

This farm bill will leave a lasting mark and 
provide the direction for American farm policy 
for the next 10 years. So, it is important that 
we make it as good as we can. Passing this 
amendment will be a big, important step in 
that direction. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. If we do 
we will strengthen our family farms while mak-
ing conservation an even bigger part of the 
foundation of our farm policy. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I would 
like attach an editorial that was printed in the 
Denver Post that helps illustrate why we need 
to pass this important amendment. 

AID FARMERS AND ENVIRONMENT

Ever since Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New 

Deal tried to stabilize farm prices during the 

Great Depression, laws passed by Congress 

have waged a losing fight against the laws of 

economics.
This year, four U.S. representatives—Sher-

wood Boehlert, R-N.Y.; Ron Kind, D-Wis.; 

Wayne Gilchrest, R-Md.; and John Dingell, 

D-Mich.—are trying to introduce a note of 

realism into U.S. farm policy by amending 

key parts of their Working Lands Steward-

ship Act, HR 2375, into the latest farm bill. 
To understand why the new approach is 

promising requires a quick look at why the 

old one failed. Low farm prices are caused by 

an oversupply of farm commodities. Seven 

decades of subsidies haven’t cured that prob-

lem because—by definition—subsidies en-

courage more production of the very com-

modities that are already in oversupply. 
To be sure, for more than 60 years, the U.S. 

imposed half-hearted restrictions on produc-

tion of subsidized crops. But a farmer who 

planted 100 acres of wheat and later received 

a 90-acre allotment invariably tore up his or 

her least productive land. Then, that sup-

posedly ‘‘idled’’ land would be sown with mil-

let, barley or some other unsubsidized crop— 

as allowed by the subsidy law—and thus go 

on contributing to the overall surplus of feed 

grains.
The 1996 Freedom to Farm Act separated 

subsidies from production and supposedly in-

tended to phase out subsidies entirely in 

seven years. But the Asian currency collapse 

ruined U.S. export markets, farm prices 

plunged and Congress hurriedly renewed the 

counterproductive policy of subsidizing over-

production.
The Boehlert amendment is designed to 

help farmers and the environment alike by 

diverting $5.4 billion per year from subsidies 

to conservation. Instead of merely diverting 

acreage from one crop to another as the dis-

credited allotment system did, the Boehlert 

amendment pays farmers to put more land 

into conservation programs, including: 
The Environmental Quality Incentives pro-

gram, which helps farmers and ranchers pre-

serve watersheds. 

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program, 

which helps landowners enhance wildlife 

habitat.
The Wetlands Reserve Program, which pro-

tects, preserves and restores wetlands on 

marginal soils. 
The Grassland Reserve Program, which au-

thorizes preservation of 3 million acres of 

fragile grasslands that should not be plowed. 
The Conservation Reserve Program, a 

long-term cropland retirement program that 

enables producers to convert highly erodible 

or environmentally sensitive cropland to 

cover crops. 
The environmental benefits of such pro-

grams are obvious. The benefit for the farm-

ers who receive such payments is equally 

clear. But even farmers who don’t partici-

pate in such programs also benefit indi-

rectly—because taking environmentally 

fragile farmland out of production also re-

duces the surpluses that keep farm com-

modity prices at ruinous levels. 
For nearly seven decades, Congress fought 

the law of supply and demand—and the law 

of supply and demand won. It’s high time to 

stop subsidizing the very overproduction 

that causes the need for subsidies in the first 

place.
We urge all members of Colorado’s con-

gressional delegation to support the Boehlert 

amendment.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor 
of the Working Lands Stewardship Act, I rise 
in strong support of the Boehlert-Kind- 
Gilchrest-Dingell amendment to H.R. 2646. 

Like the Working Lands Stewardship Act, 
this amendment will substantially increase re-
sources for farm conservation. American farm-
ers are the most productive in the world and 
are responsible for the largest export sector in 
our economy. Yet our farmers are also sen-
sitive to the environment on which they de-
pend for their livelihoods. The competition for 
federal farm conservation programs proves 
this fact. Three of every four applications for 
conservation programs are turned down be-
cause of a lack of funding. 

Clearly, American farmers want to be good 
stewards of the environment and want greater 
funding for conservation programs. This 
amendment provides these resources. 

The amendment will also provide more eq-
uity to farmers who do not grow traditional 
commodity products, such as corn, soybeans, 
and wheat. In my district, farmers grow spe-
cialty crops, such as brussels sprouts, which 
are eligible for commodity assistance. Through 
this amendment, more of these farmers will be 
eligible for federal assistance under conserva-
tion programs. 

This investment will not only benefit our 
farmers, it will benefit our environment, protect 
wildlife habitats and wetlands, and promote or-
ganic and environmentally friendly farming 
techniques. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the Boeh-
lert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest 
conservation amendment to H.R. 2646, the 
farm bill of 2001. 

Based on the Working Lands Stewardship 
Act, this important amendment would go a 
long way to protect and preserve the environ-
ment through existing, voluntary, incentive- 
based conservation programs. 

Mr. Chairman, our farm policy should re-
ward farmers and ranchers when they meet 
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our Nation’s environmental challenges. As we 
all know, two of three farmers currently seek-
ing USDA conservation assistance are denied 
due to lack of funding. Unless we increase 
conservation funding, one-third of our rivers 
and lakes will remain polluted, millions of 
acres of open space will be lost and scores of 
species will become extinct. 

This critical conservation amendment will 
improve water quality, protect against flooding 
and provide a safe haven for wildlife. That’s 
why it’s so important to not only rural America, 
but suburban and urban America as well. After 
all, preserving and protecting the environment 
is an obligation all Americans share. 

The committee’s bill is totally inadequate as 
a conservation measure because it fails to tie 
government farm payments to conservation 
practices, and the funding for conservation 
programs is clearly insufficient. 

The amendment before us is absolutely es-
sential to increase access to the Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP), the Wetlands Re-
serve Program (WRP), the Grasslands Re-
serve Program (GRP), and the Wildlife Habitat 
Incentives Program (WHIP). 

Let’s pass the Boehlert-Kind amendment. 
Let’s do the right thing for America’s future 
and increase conservation of our precious nat-
ural resources. 

Make no mistake about it. This vote is one 
of the most important environmental protection 
votes of the decade. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote for 
this critical conservation amendment. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, as a rep-
resentative of an urban district, I am proud to 
express my strong support for the Boehlert- 
Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment. 

My citizens in Parma, OH, a suburb of 
Cleveland, have been struggling for over a 
year to save wetlands in their city from devel-
opment. A century of sprawl has left only 153 
acres of wetlands there. These wetlands are 
part of a watershed of the Cuyahoga River, an 
American Heritage river that feeds into Lake 
Erie, and these wetlands are critical to eco-
logical health. The citizens in my district, in 
their effort to set wetlands aside and restore 
them, need a federal solution. 

The programs in the Boehlert-Kind- 
Gilchrest-Dingell amendment are needed now 
more than ever to help. These programs are 
critical in order to preserve urban greenspace 
and dedicate resources to wetland preserva-
tion before development takes over all 
greenspace and wetlands. 

The Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amend-
ment would help protect the more than 90 mil-
lion of acres of farmland that are currently 
threatened by sprawl by increasing funding to 
$100 million for FY2002 and increasing this 
amount through 2011. It would protect urban 
greenspace by boosting mandatory funding to 
$50 annually through 2011. 

These programs are crucial to cities across 
America. My citizens are struggling with the 
problems of sprawl and lack of wetlands pro-
tection now. Small, individual communities and 
farmers don’t have the planning strategy and 
resources to effectively prevent these prob-
lems. There is a need for the programs and 
funding in this amendment, and this need ex-
isted years ago. This amendment is overdue. 

We should approve this amendment so 
other communities don’t have to put up the 

same fight to save greenspace in their cities, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote for the Boeh-
lert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Boehlert-Kind- 
Gilchrest-Dingell amendment to H.R. 2646, the 
Farm Security Act of 2001. This amendment 
would expand Federal conservation efforts 
and more equitably distribute federal funds 
from USDA income support programs. 

The Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amend-
ment would expand several conservation pro-
grams that are incredibly beneficial to farmers 
in my home State of New York, as well as 
farmers across the country. According to 
USDA, New York State received only 0.53 
percent of the total conservation funding. We 
can do much better. 

In fact, 34 States fare better under this 
amendment than under H.R. 2646. By shifting 
just 15 percent of the $12 billion spent annu-
ally on commodities from these programs to 
conservation, more farmers in more States will 
get assistance. Programs such as the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program, Farmland 
Protection Program, Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram, Conservation Reserve Program, and 
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program are all im-
proved to address the needs of smaller and 
disadvantaged farmers more adequately. 

In addition, New York farmers receive only 
about 0.65 percent of the total Federal crop 
funding. This amendment would ensure that 
noncommodity crop producers are eligible for 
a larger share of Federal farm spending, 
which is currently concentrated in select 
States. 

In fact, farmers in New York, as well as 
those in California, Florida, North Carolina, 
and Pennsylvania receive only 3 cents in Fed-
eral funds for every dollar they earn, com-
pared with the 20 cents per dollar received by 
farmers in the Great Plains States. 

However, this measure does not destroy the 
safety net for commodity producers. Under the 
Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment, 
producers—even the top 10 percent of pro-
ducers—still get higher payments than the av-
erage of the past 10 years, and many times 
more than they were slated to receive under 
the last farm bill. 

In fact, the Bush administration agrees that 
H.R. 2646 directs Federal payments to those 
with the least need, saying yesterday that 
‘‘there is no question that some of our Nation’s 
producers are in serious financial straits, espe-
cially smaller farmers and ranchers. Rather 
than address these unmet needs, H.R. 2646 
would continue to direct the greatest share of 
resources to those least in need of govern-
ment assistance.’’ 

Many prominent State agencies, agricultural 
and conservation groups have endorsed the 
Boehlert-Kind-Gilchrest-Dingell amendment to 
H.R. 2646, including the New York State De-
partment of Agriculture, the Audubon Society, 
and the Wildlife Management Institute. This 
amendment is a step forward in our efforts to 
ensure the future of American agriculture and 
preserve our environment simultaneously. I 
urge my colleagues to support this important 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 

BOEHLERT).

The question was taken; and the 

Chairman pro tempore announced that 

the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 200, noes 226, 

not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 366] 

AYES—200

Abercrombie

Ackerman

Allen

Andrews

Baird

Baldacci

Baldwin

Barrett

Bass

Becerra

Berman

Biggert

Bilirakis

Blumenauer

Boehlert

Bonior

Borski

Boucher

Brady (PA) 

Brown (FL) 

Brown (OH) 

Capito

Capps

Capuano

Cardin

Carson (IN) 

Castle

Clay

Conyers

Coyne

Crowley

Cummings

Davis (CA) 

Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 

Davis, Tom 

DeFazio

DeGette

Delahunt

DeLauro

Deutsch

Dicks

Dingell

Doggett

Doyle

Ehlers

Ehrlich

Engel

Eshoo

Farr

Fattah

Ferguson

Filner

Fossella

Frank

Frelinghuysen

Gephardt

Gilchrest

Gilman

Goss

Green (TX) 

Green (WI) 

Greenwood

Grucci

Gutierrez

Harman

Hart

Hinchey

Hoeffel

Hoekstra

Holden

Holt

Honda

Hooley

Hoyer

Inslee

Israel

Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson

Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, E. B. 

Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski

Kaptur

Kelly

Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee

Kilpatrick

Kind (WI) 

King (NY) 

Kirk

Kleczka

Kolbe

Kucinich

LaFalce

Langevin

Lantos

Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 

LaTourette

Lee

Lewis (GA) 

LoBiondo

Lofgren

Lowey

Luther

Maloney (CT) 

Maloney (NY) 

Markey

Mascara

Matsui

McCarthy (MO) 

McCarthy (NY) 

McCollum

McDermott

McGovern

McHugh

McNulty

Meehan

Meeks (NY) 

Menendez

Millender-

McDonald

Miller (FL) 

Miller, George 

Mollohan

Moran (VA) 

Morella

Murtha

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Ney

Oberstar

Obey

Olver

Owens

Pallone

Pascrell

Pastor

Payne

Pelosi

Petri

Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 

Quinn

Rahall

Ramstad

Rangel

Reynolds

Rivers

Roemer

Rohrabacher

Rothman

Roukema

Roybal-Allard

Ryan (WI) 

Sanchez

Sanders

Sawyer

Saxton

Schakowsky

Schiff

Sensenbrenner

Serrano

Shaw

Shays

Sherman

Sherwood

Shuster

Simmons

Slaughter

Smith (NJ) 

Smith (WA) 

Solis

Stark

Strickland

Stupak

Sununu

Sweeney

Tauscher

Thompson (CA) 

Tierney

Toomey

Towns

Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 

Upton

Velázquez

Walsh

Waters

Watson (CA) 

Waxman

Weiner

Weldon (PA) 

Wexler

Wolf

Woolsey

Wu

Wynn

NOES—226

Aderholt

Akin

Armey

Baca

Bachus

Baker

Ballenger

Barcia

Barr

Bartlett

Barton

Bentsen

Bereuter

Berkley

Berry

Bishop

Blagojevich

Blunt

Boehner

Bonilla

Bono

Boswell

Boyd

Brady (TX) 

Brown (SC) 

Bryant

Burr
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Buyer

Callahan

Calvert

Camp

Cannon

Cantor

Carson (OK) 

Chabot

Chambliss

Clayton

Clement

Clyburn

Coble

Combest

Condit

Cooksey

Costello

Cox

Cramer

Crane

Crenshaw

Cubin

Culberson

Cunningham

Davis, Jo Ann 

Deal

DeLay

DeMint

Diaz-Balart

Dooley

Doolittle

Dreier

Duncan

Dunn

Edwards

Emerson

English

Etheridge

Evans

Everett

Flake

Fletcher

Foley

Forbes

Ford

Frost

Gallegly

Ganske

Gekas

Gillmor

Gonzalez

Goode

Goodlatte

Gordon

Graham

Granger

Graves

Gutknecht

Hall (OH) 

Hall (TX) 

Hansen

Hastert

Hastings (FL) 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayes

Hayworth

Hefley

Herger

Hill

Hilleary

Hilliard

Hinojosa

Hobson

Horn

Hostettler

Hulshof

Hunter

Hyde

Isakson

Issa

Istook

Jenkins

John

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones (NC) 

Keller

Kennedy (MN) 

Kerns

Kingston

Knollenberg

LaHood

Lampson

Largent

Latham

Leach

Levin

Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (KY) 

Linder

Lipinski

Lucas (KY) 

Lucas (OK) 

Manzullo

Matheson

McCrery

McInnis

McIntyre

McKeon

McKinney

Meek (FL) 

Mica

Miller, Gary 

Mink

Moore

Moran (KS) 

Myrick

Nethercutt

Northup

Norwood

Nussle

Ortiz

Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pence

Peterson (MN) 

Peterson (PA) 

Phelps

Pickering

Pitts

Platts

Pombo

Pomeroy

Portman

Putnam

Radanovich

Regula

Rehberg

Reyes

Riley

Rodriguez

Rogers (KY) 

Rogers (MI) 

Ros-Lehtinen

Ross

Royce

Rush

Ryun (KS) 

Sabo

Sandlin

Schaffer

Schrock

Scott

Sessions

Shadegg

Shimkus

Shows

Simpson

Skeen

Skelton

Smith (MI) 

Smith (TX) 

Snyder

Souder

Spratt

Stearns

Stenholm

Stump

Tancredo

Tanner

Tauzin

Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 

Terry

Thomas

Thompson (MS) 

Thornberry

Thune

Thurman

Tiahrt

Tiberi

Traficant

Turner

Vitter

Walden

Wamp

Watkins (OK) 

Watt (NC) 

Watts (OK) 

Weldon (FL) 

Weller

Whitfield

Wicker

Wilson

Young (AK) 

Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—5 

Burton

Collins

Gibbons

Houghton

Visclosky

b 1706

Messrs. ROGERS of Michigan, 

RILEY, THOMAS, HUNTER, and 

RUSH, and Mrs. MEEK of Florida 

changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD

changed her vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR.

BLUMENAUER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The pending 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER) on which further pro-

ceedings were postponed and on which 

the noes prevailed by voice vote. 
The Clerk will redesignate the 

amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

VACATING REQUEST FOR RECORDED VOTE ON

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR.

BLUMENAUER

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 

since my request for a recorded vote on 

my amendment that would have 

banned interstate transfer of game 

birds for cockfighting purposes, I have 

had conversations with the Chair and 

ranking member of the Committee. 
I would like to express my apprecia-

tion for their commitment to work to 

keep these provisions in the bill, I 

would like to acknowledge it, and ac-

cordingly, I ask unanimous consent to 

withdraw my request for a recorded 

vote and ask that that be vacated, and 

that the question on agreeing to the 

amendment be put to the Chamber de 

novo.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-

out objection, the demand for a re-

corded vote is vacated. 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 

BLUMENAUER).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. CONYERS:
In title V, strike section 517 and redesig-

nate succeeding sections (and amend the 

table of contents) accordingly. 
At the end of title IX, insert the following; 

SEC. 9llll. TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY FOR MINORITY AND DIS-
ADVANTAGED FARMERS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to ensure compilation and public disclo-

sure of data critical to assessing and holding 

the Department of Agriculture accountable 

for the equitable participation of minority, 

limited resource, and women farmers and 

ranchers in programs of the Department. 
(b) USE OF TARGET PARTICIPATION RATES IN

ALL DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS

FOR FARMERS AND RANCHERS.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—For each county and 

State in the United States, the Secretary of 

Agriculture shall establish an annual target 

participation rate equal to the number of so-

cially disadvantaged residents in the polit-

ical subdivision in proportion to the total 

number of residents in the political subdivi-

sion. In this section, the term ‘‘socially dis-

advantaged resident’’ means a resident who 

is a member of a socially disadvantaged 

group (as defined in section 355(e)(1) of the 

Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 

Act).

(2) COMPARISON WITH ACTUAL PARTICIPATION

RATES.—The Secretary shall compute annu-

ally the actual participation rates of socially 

disadvantaged and women farmers and 

ranchers as a percentage of the total partici-

pation of all farmers and ranchers, for each 

program of the Department of Agriculture in 

which a farmer or rancher may participate. 

In determining these rates, the Secretary 

shall consider the number of socially dis-

advantaged farmers and ranchers of each 

race or ethnicity, and the number of women 

participants in each county and State in pro-

portion to the total number of participants 

in each program. 
(c) COMPILATION OF ELECTION PARTICIPA-

TION DATA, AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR COUNTY COMMITTEE ELECTIONS.—
Effective 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this section, section 8(a)(5)(B) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act (16 U.S.C. 509h(a)(5)(B)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(v)(I) The committee shall publicly an-

nounce at least 10 days in advance the date, 

time, and place where ballots will be opened 

and counted. No ballots may be opened until 

such time, and anyone may observe the 

opening and counting of ballots. 

‘‘(II) Within 20 days after the elections, the 

committee shall compile and report to the 

State and national offices the number of eli-

gible voters in the county and in each open 

local administrative area or at large district, 

the number of ballots counted, the number 

and percentage of ballots disqualified, and 

the proportion of eligible voters compared to 

votes cast. The committee shall further com-

pile, in each category above, the results ag-

gregated by race, ethnicity, and gender, as 

compared to total eligible voters and total 

votes. The committee shall also report as 

provided above, the number of nominees for 

each open seat and the election results, ag-

gregated by race, ethnicity and gender, as 

well as the new composition of the county or 

area committee. 

‘‘(III) The Secretary shall, within 90 days 

after the election, compile a report which 

aggregates all data collected under subclause 

(II) and presents results at the national, re-

gional, State, and local levels. 

‘‘(IV) The Secretary shall analyze the data 

compiled in subclauses (II) and (III) and 

within 1 year after the completion of the re-

port referred to in subclause (III), shall pre-

scribe (and open to public comment) uniform 

guidelines for conducting elections for mem-

bers and alternates of county committees, 

including procedures to allow appointment 

as voting members of groups, or methods to 

assure fair representation of groups who 

would be demographically underrepresented 

in that county.’’. 
(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR ELECTRONIC, WEB,

AND PRINTED DISCLOSURE OF DATA.—The Sec-
retary shall compile the actual number of 
farmers and ranchers, classified by race or 
ethnicity and gender, for each county and 
State with national totals. The Secretary 
shall, for the current and each of the 4 pre-
ceding years, make available to the public 
on websites that the Department of Agri-
culture regularly maintains, and in elec-
tronic and paper form, the above informa-
tion, as well as all data required under sub-
section (b) of this section and section 
8(a)(5)(B)(v) of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, at the county, State, 
and national levels in a manner that allows 
comparisons among target and actual pro-
gram and election participation rates, 

among and between agricultural programs, 

among and between demographically similar 

counties, and over time at the county, State 

and national levels. 
(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 

shall maintain and make readily available to 

the public all data required under sub-

sections (b) and (d) of this section and sec-

tion 8(a)(5)(B)(v) of the Soil Conservation 
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and Domestic Allotment Act collected annu-

ally since the most recent Census of Agri-

culture. After each Census of Agriculture, 

the Secretary shall report to Congress and 

the public the rate of loss or gain in partici-

pation by each group, by race, ethnicity, and 

gender, since the previous Census of Agri-

culture.
(f) ACCOUNTABILITY.—The Secretary may 

also use the above data, including compari-

sons with demographically similar counties 

and with national averages, to monitor and 

evaluate election and program participation 

rates and agricultural programs, and civil 

rights compliance, and in county committee 

employee and Department of Agriculture 

employee performance reviews, and in devel-

oping outreach and other strategies and rec-

ommendations to assure agriculture pro-

grams and services meet the needs of so-

cially disadvantaged and women producers. 
(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

355(c)(1) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 

Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2005(c)(1)) is 

amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—In paragraph (2), the 

term ‘target participation rate’ means, with 

respect to a State, the target participation 

rate established for purposes of subtitle B of 

this title pursuant to section 9ll(c)(1) of 

the Farm Security Act of 2001.’’. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED

BY MR. CONYERS

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to replace the 

amendment with a conforming amend-

ment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the modification. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 16 offered 

by Mr. CONYERS:
In title V, strike section 517(a). 
Conform the section heading (and table of 

contents) accordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Michigan? 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, re-

serving the right to object, I would just 

like to engage in a colloquy with the 

gentleman from Michigan. 
This particular amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Michigan deals 

with a provision that I asked to be in-

serted in the bill and was inserted dur-

ing the course of the markup in the 

Committee on Agriculture, and it did 

pass and is in the mark. 
The particular provision deals with 

direct operating loans made by the 

Farm Service Agency to farmers versus 

guaranteed operating loans that are 

made by the Farm Service Agency that 

are guaranteed by banks. 
The problem that I seek to address 

with this particular provision is that 

the default rate on loans, direct loans 

made by the Federal Government, is 

somewhere historically in the 10 to 12 

to 14 percent range, whereas the de-

fault rate on guaranteed loans has his-

torically been more in the range of 1 to 

2 to 3 percent. 
Now, that is a lot of money that the 

Federal Government is losing because 

of the direct operating loans made by 

the bank. What we simply sought to do 

was to basically get the government 

out of the farm lending business and 

let the financial institutions make 

those loans. 
The gentleman, I understand, has 

agreed to modify his amendment, 

which I am willing to accept, because 

what we asked for in addition to the 

sunset was a study to be done by GAO 

on the guaranteed as well as the non- 

guaranteed loans. I am perfectly will-

ing to do that, and we agreed to modify 

the sunset provision. 
But I wanted to explain exactly why 

we did ask for this provision. It is not 

directed to any particular group of 

farmers around the country or types of 

farmers around the country, but if we 

are losing money on these loans and 

the banks are not, we need to know 

what we are doing wrong. 
With that, I will refer back to the 

gentleman, on his amendment. 

b 1715

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Reserving the 

right to object, I yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 

wanted to thank the gentleman for his 

statement and for his understanding 

that we have a serious problem here 

with the minority farmers in America, 

the black farmers in particular. 

We have got a problem here with the 

participation rates, with the Farm 

Service Agency, county committee 

elections and a number of other very 

genuine concerns. What I thought 

might be appropriate and part of our 

agreement, Mr. Chairman, is that we 

proceed at some expedient time to have 

hearings in the committee on these ag-

gregate issues that are before us. Is 

that part of the Chairman’s under-

standing?

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, 

that is a fair request and we are abso-

lutely willing to work with the gen-

tleman on doing that. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

very glad to hear that. As the gen-

tleman knows, there are a number of 

organizations that are working with us 

on this because we have these elections 

procedures that also are part of the re-

view that we would like the Committee 

on Agriculture to make. 

So with those understandings I would 

be happy to yield to the gentlewoman 

from North Carolina if she wanted to 

add something, or she can secure time 

on her own. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, fur-

ther reserving the right to object, I 

yield to the gentlewoman from North 

Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I 

thank the gentleman from Michigan 

(Mr. CONYERS) for his leadership in this 

issue.

There were two issues that this 
amendment addressed. One was the di-
rect loan being sunset, denying dis-
advantaged and small farmers and 
ranchers the opportunity to go directly 
to the Department of Agriculture and 
borrow money other than through the 
guarantee loans. Many of us felt that 
to deny that opportunity would deny 
small farmers and ranchers an oppor-
tunity that more secure persons had. 
So we felt very strongly and I thank 
the gentleman for raising that. 

I understand that what the gen-
tleman has done is to say that he is 
willing to strike that altogether and 
just have the study. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, 
that is correct. We have worked with 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) earlier to strike that sunset 
provision. We will proceed ahead with 
the studies that we had in there as an-
other part of it. We will have hearings 
on it after the studies are done and we 
will see what is the best route to take. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
other part of the Conyers amendment 
spoke to the civil rights issues both in 
the equity and distribution of Farm 
Services that are administered through 
Farm Services, whether they are loans, 
technical assistance or environmental 
programs. The array of programs we 
give all farmers. We wanted public 
record of that so that we knew that 

that would be going to all farmers eq-

uitably, without regard to race, with-

out regard to gender or size. 
The second part of that was a fair 

distribution of the election of the com-

mittee. My understanding on that was 

that we would have hearings to vet 

that and come to see how we could get 

a more fair representation on the com-

mittee and have some public disclosure 

on how public funds were being spent 

in various counties. Am I correct in my 

understanding?
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, the gentlewoman 

has stated it perfectly. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

just want to share with the gentle-

woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 

CLAYTON) and the gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) my total co-

operation with the spirit of this unani-

mous consent request. The study will 

go forward, but there will be hearings 

to address all of the questions that are 

raised with this. I will be more than 

happy to work with the gentleman 

from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST).
Mr. CHAMBLISS. I think the re-

quests are fair and I look forward to 

working with my colleagues. 
Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-

ervation of objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the modification? 
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There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

modification is agreed to. 
Does the gentleman from Michigan 

(Mr. CONYERS) seek time on his amend-
ment?

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, for more than 60 years, the Federal gov-
ernment has fostered rural development 
through farm credit and other programs that 
are vital to small farms. Small, minority, 
women and beginning farmers have often had 
no other access to credit than USDA and 
Farmers Home Administration. 

The Conyers amendment preserves this tra-
ditional role as the ‘‘lender of last resort’’, 
maintaining open entry for a new generation of 
farmers by restoring the direct lending role 
that would otherwise end in five years. 

The programs and services of the Federal 
government should be freely accessible and 
open to all who are eligible to receive them. 
Local participation has been one of the high- 
points of USDA programs for years. To make 
this goal a reality, Mr. Conyers has worked 
with the Majority to reinstate the direct lending 
provisions of H.R. 2646. 

However, some farmers have been ex-
cluded who do not meet some local idea of el-
igible farmers. Minority farm loss in previous 
decades has skyrocketed at a rate more than 
three times that of other farmers. Between 
1987 and 1997, an additional 20% of African- 
American farms were lost. 

The lack of clear data on how many minority 
and women producers are on the land and 
participating in USDA programs is a critical 
barrier to any efforts to seek fairness. 

To address this problem, it is my under-
standing that the majority has agreed to hold 
full committee hearings on the subject of equi-
table participation in the FSA county com-
mittee system. As a member of the Agriculture 
Committee, I expect that we will be able to 
recommend that target participation rates be 
computed for each county and state based on 
the total number of socially-disadvantaged 
residents in a county in proportion to the num-
ber of residents as a whole. This data would 
then be posted for each USDA program by 
county, state, and nationally on all USDA 
websites. 

We want to ensure equitable participation by 
all farmers in county committee elections and 
to provide public information and oversight of 
elections. To accomplish these goals, the re-
sponsible course of action is to require the 
opening of all ballots be open to the public. 
Election results would be posted to the Inter-
net and the Secretary would have authority to 
intervene when adequate representation is not 
achieved. 

Mr. Chairman, the success of our smallest 
farmers depends largely the willingness of the 
Federal government to ensure a fair process. 
I submit that the Conyers amendment seeks 
to level a playing field that has operated to 
their disadvantage for some time. I urge my 
colleagues to support the Conyers amendment 
and vote for its passage. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment, as 

modified, offered by the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

The amendment, as modified, was 

agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. TRAFI-

CANT:
At the end of title IX (page ll, after line 

ll), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
ACT AND SENSE OF CONGRESS RE-
GARDING PURCHASE OF AMERICAN- 
MADE EQUIPMENT, PRODUCTS, AND 
SERVICES USING FUNDS PROVIDED 
UNDER THIS ACT. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—

No funds made available under this Act, 

whether directly using funds of the Com-

modity Credit Corporation or pursuant to an 

authorization of appropriations contained in 

this Act, may be provided to a producer or 

other person or entity unless the producer, 

person, or entity agrees to comply with the 

Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c) in the 

expenditure of the funds. 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—In the case of any 

equipment, products, or services that may be 

authorized to be purchased using funds pro-

vided under this Act, it is the sense of Con-

gress that producers and other recipients of 

such funds should, in expending the funds, 

purchase only American-made equipment, 

products, and services. 
(c) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS.—In

providing payments or other assistance 

under this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 

shall provide to each recipient of the funds a 

notice describing the requirements of sub-

section (a) and the statement made in sub-

section (b) by Congress. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED

BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 

amendment be modified with the lan-

guage at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the modification. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to Amendment No. 1 offered 

by Mr. TRAFICANT:
Page 361, add after line 3 the following: 

TITLE X—REPORTS 
SEC. 1001. ANNUAL REPORT ON IMPORTS OF 

BEEF AND PORK. 
The Secretary shall submit to the Congress 

an annual report on the amount of beef and 

pork that is imported into the United States 

each calendar year. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-

ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 

consent that the modification be con-

sidered as read and printed in the 

RECORD.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request to the 

gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this 

modification strictly says that shall be 

a study as to the impact of beef and 

pork being imported to America and it 

shall report back to the respective 

committees on these imports which af-

fect our cattle and pork producers 

which have suffered some grave prob-

lems.
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST).
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman yielding. We 

have had a discussion on this amend-

ment and it is acceptable to us. I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s help. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. We have seen news 

reels of farmers literally shooting their 

livestock. We have seen live hogs sell-

ing for 17 cents a pound. This basically 

is a study that will inform the leader-

ship of our Congress as to the impact of 

foreign beef and pork into America, 

hogs and cattle. 
Mr. Chairman, with that I ask that 

the amendment be accepted. I believe 

it makes sense that we should do this 

and have the exact quantification of 

the numbers and its impact on many 

small farmers who use land that is not 

necessarily able to produce good cash 

crops but can raise, in fact, good nutri-

tious meat and other by-products. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-

guished chairman of the committee, 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-

BEST).
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I am 

not sure about what the earlier state-

ment that I did make that was not 

clear, but as I indicated, we accept the 

amendment.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield to the distinguished ranking 

member, the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. STENHOLM).
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, we 

also accept the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment, as modified, of-

fered by gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 

TRAFICANT).
The amendment, as modified, was 

agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF

FLORIDA

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer Amendment No. 41. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 41 offered by Mr. MILLER

of Florida: 
Strike sections 151, 152, and 153 (page 75, 

line 19, through page 102, line 20) and insert 

the following new section: 

SEC. 151. SUGAR PROGRAM. 
(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM AT REDUCED

LOAN RATES.—Section 156 of the Federal Ag-

riculture Improvement and Reform Act of 

1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘sugar.’’ 

and inserting ‘‘sugar through the 2001 crop of 

sugercane and 17 cents per pound for raw 

cane sugar for the 2002 through 2011 crops of 

sugarcane.’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘sugar.’’ 

and inserting ‘‘sugar through the 2001 crop of 

sugar beets and 21.6 cents per pound for re-

fined beet sugar for the 2002 through 2011 

crops of sugar beets.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (i), by striking ‘‘2002’’ and 

inserting ‘‘2011’’. 
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(b) EXPIRATION OF MARKETING ASSESS-

MENT.—Effective October 1, 2003, subsection 

(f) of section 156 of the Federal Agriculture 

Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 

U.S.C. 7251) is repealed. 
(c) INCREASE IN FORFEITURE PENALTY.—

Subsection (g)(2) of section 156 of the Federal 

Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 

1996 (7 U.S.C. 7251) is amended by striking ‘‘1 

cent’’ and inserting ‘‘2 cents’’. 
(d) AVAILABILITY OF SAVINGS FOR CON-

SERVATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP

PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

funds appropriated pursuant to the author-

ization of appropriations in paragraph (3) to 

augment conservation and environmental 

stewardship programs established or amend-

ed in title II of this Act or for other con-

servation and environmental programs ad-

ministered by the Department of Agri-

culture.

(2) PRIORITY.—In using the funds appro-

priated pursuant to the authorization of ap-

propriations in paragraph (3), the Secretary 

shall give priority to conservation and envi-

ronmental programs administered by the De-

partment of Agriculture that conserve, re-

store, or enhance the Florida Everglades eco-

system.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated to the 

Secretary $30,000,000 for each of the fiscal 

years 2002 through 2011. Amounts appro-

priated pursuant to this authorization of ap-

propriations shall be available until ex-

pended and are in addition to, and not in 

place of, other funds made available under 

this Act or any other Act for the programs 

referred to in paragraph (1). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, before I begin, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I want to congratulate my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) on a 
worthwhile amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment because reforming the sugar pro-
gram will help clean up the Everglades. It will 
allow our constituents to keep their hard 
earned tax dollars instead of handing them 
over to sugar growers. 

We are asking taxpayers to spend $8 billion 
to clean up the Everglades. At the same 
time—the sugar industry, which continues to 
pollute this national treasure, is being sub-
sidized by those same taxpayers. Taxpayers 
should not be asked to support this program. 

With my statement, I am submitting an edi-
torial from the Orlando Sentinel illustrating the 
substantial damage the sugar program has 
done to the environment. Reforming the sugar 
program will help clean up the Everglades at 
a faster pace. 

The current sugar program costs consumers 
over $1.9 billion per year according to the 
General Accounting Office (GAO). The pro-
gram, which sugar growers claim operates at 
no net cost actually cost taxpayers $435 mil-
lion last year when the growers forfeited 
roughly one million pounds of sugar. To com-
pound that injury, all our constituents are help-
ing to pay $1.4 million per month to store 
sugar the government can’t get rid of. 

If that isn’t enough, the Orlando Sentinel ar-
ticle states that, Big Sugar is back asking for 

more government bailouts. Last summer sugar 
growers were bailed out again when $54 mil-
lion worth of sugar was purchased by the De-
partment of Agriculture. They emphasized that 
this wouldn’t happen again, yet this year they 
had another payment in Kind program (PIK) 
where they told beet farmers, plow up $20,000 
worth of sugar and we will give you $20,000 
worth of sugar sitting in our warehouses. What 
a waste of money. We ask you to stand up to 
the attempts of the sugar growers to line their 
own pockets with your constituent’s tax dol-
lars. 

The Miller-Miller Amendment: 
Reforms but does not eliminate the pro-

gram. 
It is consistent with the Administration’s prin-

ciples that we should not rely on production 
controls and we should get away from govern-
ment run price supports. 

Makes the program more market-oriented 
by reduced support levels. 

Protects the environment through reduced 
production. 

Provides for savings to protect surplus. 
Provides for increased funding for protecting 

the environment, particularly the Everglades. 
The Miller-Miller amendment is an attempt 

to bring some sanity to this sugar program. It 
is supported by taxpayer, consumer, environ-
mental and business groups from across the 
spectrum. It deserves your support. 

[From the Orlando Sentinel, Oct. 1, 2001] 

DERAIL SUGAR AID

Our position: The sugar industry’s attempt 

to protect itself is downright obscene. 
The nation’s financial needs in the wake of 

the horrific terrorist attack of Sept. 11 are 

staggering. The airline industry is on the 

verge of collapse. The markets are weak and 

volatile. America is struggling, emotionally 

and financially. 
The sugar industry, though, seemingly 

couldn’t care less. 
While the nation mourns, sugar farmers 

have been scurrying around Washington in a 

fervent bid to protect their own interests. 

And they just might prevail. The U.S. House 

of Representatives is expected to take up a 

hastily conceived farm-aid bill this week. 

The package includes a provision that would, 

with a few minor tweaks, continue to cost 

American consumers nearly $2 billion a year 

in added food costs, accordingly to a recent 

government analysis. 
In a time of plenty, those demands could 

be considered arrogant. But in this time of 

uncertainty, they are downright obscene. 
For more than six decades, government 

leaders have coddled the sugar industry, a 

relationship nurtured by the millions of dol-

lars sugar producers pump into federal cam-

paign coffers. The industry has relied on 

Americans to provide them with govern-

ment-inflated price guarantees, foreign-im-

port restrictions and low-interest federal 

loans. Last year, sugar farmers defaulted on 

about $460 million worth of those loans. 
Not surprisingly, though, industry execu-

tives blame everyone but themselves for 

their failures. The can’t compete with for-

eign sugar producers because of foreign price 

supports. They’re not allowed to sell their 

products overseas. Government forced the in-

dustry to default on the loans last year. 
Woe are the sugar barons. 
If trade agreements prohibit sugar from ef-

fective free-market competition, that 

shouldn’t be remedied by a convoluted, dec-

ades-old bailout program. It should be ad-

dressed at the negotiating table. 

Why, too should taxpayers continue to 

prop up the industry when, at the same time, 

they’re supporting an $8 billion Everglades 

restoration effort? Sugar-cane production in 

Florida, concentrated south of Lake Okee-

chobee, has exploded from 50,000 acres in 1960 

to approximately 500,000 acres today, thanks 

in part to government support of the sugar 

industry. Does anyone realize that polluted 

runoff from those farm expansion helped 

make the restoration necessary in the first 

place?

There are intriguing alternatives. Rep. 

Dan Miller, from Bradenton, has proposed an 

amendment that would wean sugar from the 

taxpayer teat, pump an additional $300 mil-

lion into Everglades restoration and save 

consumers up to $500 million a year. 

Ultimately, that may be the best solution. 

But as the editorial below explains in fur-

ther detail, far more pressing issues now de-

mand the attention of government leaders. 

Sugar’s needs don’t even make the list. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, this amendment, the Miller-Mil-

ler amendment, is a modest and simple 

reform of the sugar program. It is not 

the elimination of the program. In 1996, 

we tried to eliminate the program, 

missed by 5 votes then, but we kind of 

are reluctant in this Congress to elimi-

nate anything, especially in the agri-

culture program. 

So this is a modest one-cent change 

in sugar. That is right. We are only 

going to lower the price from 18 cents 

to 17 cents, a 5 percent reduction in the 

price of sugar, which amounts to a $500 

million savings, according to the Con-

gressional Budget Office, $500 million 

worth of savings over the next 10 years. 

This is a very bipartisan bill, as my 

colleagues will see from the vote on 

this particular amendment. Even the 

secretaries of agriculture from three 

different administrations have come 

out in favor of this amendment. Sec-

retary Glickman, Secretary of Agri-

culture under President Clinton, Sec-

retary Clayton Yeutter under Presi-

dent Bush, and Secretary Jack Block 

under President Reagan, have all come 

out and said the sugar program is no 

longer sustainable, we need to change 

it, and this amendment is a good step 

in the right direction. 

Let me briefly comment about what 

the sugar program is. Well, the sugar 

program is a Federal program where we 

maintain a very high price for sugar in 

the United States. In fact, sugar prices 

in the United States are two to three 

times world prices. That is right, we 

pay two to three times world prices for 

sugar, and what it does is it hurts con-

sumers, it hurts jobs, it hurts the tax-

payers, bad on the environment, bad on 

trade.

The way it works is the Federal Gov-

ernment tries to manage how much 

sugar is imported into the country, a 

very difficult challenge, but we have to 

allow some imports, and we do not 

grow enough in the United States. So 

it tries to manage trade, and here we 

are, the great free trading country of 

the world and we are managing trade 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.002 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 18849October 4, 2001 
for sugar. Then what it does, it loans 

sugar farmers money, and it kicks the 

sugar as a guarantee and, if they can-

not get this high price for sugar, the 

government says we will buy it back, 

and we were told back in 1996 it was no 

cost to this program. No cost to the 

sugar program. 
Last year the Federal Government 

bought $435 million worth of sugar and 

does not know what to do with the 

sugar. It is bad for the consumers as I 

have said. What I mean by bad for con-

sumers is the General Accounting Of-

fice, which is the independent agency 

of Congress, we, division of Congress, 

branch of Congress, spend $400 million 

with the General Accounting Office to 

do studies for us. Their studies show it 

costs $1.9 billion a year. I know the 

other side is going to say, oh, that is 

not right. We spend $400 million for 

this agency in Congress to do these 

type of studies, and that is what it 

says, $1.9 billion. 
As far as the taxpayers, they have al-

ready got this $435 million worth of 

sugar from last year, and they do not 

know what to do with it. The latest 

idea is they are going to have all these 

sugar farmers where we just bought 

their sugar, said if they will plow up 

$20,000 worth of sugar, we will give 

them $20,000 worth of sugar. 
Explain that one to the people back 

in Florida that we are going to buy 

their sugar and then give it back to 

them. It makes no sense. 
When it comes to jobs, we are losing 

jobs in this country, and I am sure my 

colleagues from Chicago will talk 

about how the candy industry is being 

really hurt in Chicago, whether it is a 

Bob Candy Company in Albany, Geor-

gia, or the closing down of sugar plants 

in the city of Chicago. Mayor Daley 

and the city council of Chicago have 

come out in support of this amend-

ment.
When it gets to the environment, we 

are very concerned about our Florida 

Everglades, and last year Congress 

passed an $8 billion program for res-

toration of the Everglades, half paid by 

the State of Florida and half by the 

Federal Government. A large part of 

the problem is sugar farming. In 1960 

there were 50,000 acres of sugar cane 

grown. Now, we have 500,000 acres of 

sugar cane, and it keeps increasing be-

cause our program encourages over-

production of sugar. 
What is included in this bill also is 

out of the $500 million worth of savings 

is a program where 300 million can be 

used for environmental purposes, for 

conservation and hopefully for the Ev-

erglades. It will be controlled by the 

Committee on Appropriations, but it 

creates a program that some of the 

savings can go back into conservation, 

and hopefully for the Everglades. 
Then we talk about trade. We are one 

of the great free traders in the world, 

except for its sugar. That is the reason 

the Secretaries of Agriculture have 

been opposed to this program because 

they cannot go negotiate and say we 

want to sell more corn, we want to sell 

more beef, we want to sell more soy-

bean. We cannot do that because we are 

always defending the sugar program. 

So we need to be fair on this whole 

trade issue. 
As I said, this has got widespread 

support and lots of organizations are 

supporting it. Whether it is good gov-

ernment organizations or conservation 

groups, they are very strong in favor of 

this amendment. 
The sugar program is an anti-free 

trade, anti-free market movement, and 

I hope my colleagues will support me 

on this amendment. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to propose a time agreement on this 

amendment. I ask unanimous consent 

that all time on this amendment be 

limited to 11⁄2 hours, equally divided be-

tween a proponent and an opponent of 

the amendment and all amendments 

thereto.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, would that be divided? 

Mr. COMBEST. It would be divided 

between a proponent and an opponent. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, on our side the gentleman from 

California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) and I 

could divide that 45 minutes that we 

would have? 

Mr. COMBEST. In response to the 

gentleman from Florida’s question, my 

next request would be a unanimous 

consent that half of the time for the 

opponent would be given to the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),

and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 

MILLER) could propose the same unani-

mous consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that half of the 

time for the opponent be given to the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-

out objection, the proponent and the 

opponent under the unanimous consent 

request each will be recognized for 45 

minutes. The time allocated on both 

sides to the proponents and opponents 

will be divided equally accordingly. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-

bama (Mr. EVERETT).

b 1730

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, we are 

now to what I call the M&M amend-

ment, and I rise in opposition to the 

M&M amendment and hope my col-

leagues understand what this amend-

ment will do. It may have been dressed 

up a little, softened a little, and added 

a section on giving money to the Ever-

glades; but the intention is the same, 

to destroy the domestic sugar industry. 
I want to touch on two points that 

the proponents of this amendment will 

try to claim: first, we have all read 

about the candy manufacturers threat-

ening to move to Mexico, they say be-

cause of the high price of sugar in the 

U.S.; that that is the reason they want 

to go. Let us be clear. That is not the 

reason they want to move to Mexico. 
According to USDA agriculture data, 

wholesale refined sugar prices are actu-

ally higher in Mexico than they are 

here. They have been running about 3 

cents per pound higher for most of the 

last 2 years. The real reason they are 

moving is that American wages are 25 

times higher, at $13.46 an hour in Chi-

cago versus 53 cents an hour in Mexico. 

American energy costs are five times 

higher, at $11 per kilowatt in Chicago 

versus $2.38 in Mexico. American tax 

burdens are at least seven times high-

er. American protection for workers, 

the environment, water and air quality 

are much higher than Mexico’s. 
Secondly, do not fall for the compari-

son of the U.S. price to the world mar-

ket price. The so-called ‘‘world mar-

ket’’ for sugar is just a dumping 

ground for surplus sugar from coun-

tries that subsidize sugar production 

and exports. The world market is dis-

torted because of the elaborate sugar 

programs that exist in virtually every 

country that produces sugar. U.S. 

sugar policy has acted as a cushion 

against imports from the world dump 

market, where prices have run only 

about half the world average of cost of 

producing sugar for most of the last 2 

decades.
America’s sugar farmers are efficient 

by world standards and willing to com-

pete on a level field against world 

sugar farmers, but cannot compete 

against foreign governments. 
In closing, let me be up front. The 

real purpose of the M&M amendment is 

to drive sugar down further. They are 

already down nearly 30 percent since 

1996, for the benefit of the grocery 

chains, candy manufacturers and food 

manufacturing corporations, who are 

behind the M&M amendment. 
I oppose this and ask my colleagues 

to oppose it. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 min-

utes.
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support 

of this amendment to reform the out-

dated sugar program. This amendment 

is supported by Republicans, it is sup-

ported by Democrats, it is supported by 

conservatives, liberals, Easterners, 

Westerners and all those in between. 
Three former Secretaries of the De-

partment of Agriculture also support 

this amendment. In a recent letter, 

which I will submit for the RECORD,
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former Agriculture Secretaries Block, 

Yeutter, and Glickman say, ‘‘The sugar 

program no longer serves the intended 

public policy goals.’’ And they con-

tinue on by saying, ‘‘The reform of the 

sugar program is long overdue.’’ 
That is what this amendment does. It 

provides for long overdue reform. I 

have joined with my colleagues, the 

gentleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER)

and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 

DAVIS), in support of this amendment. 

We have joined together to support the 

reform of the sugar program for several 

clear and convincing reasons. 
The sugar program costs the tax-

payers money. In fact, real money. In 

fact, a lot of money: $465 million last 

year alone. The sugar program costs 

consumers money. In fact, real money 

and a lot of money: $2 billion in higher 

prices, according to the General Ac-

counting Office. The sugar program 

takes away good paying jobs from the 

American workers. Hundreds of jobs 

have been lost at the C&H sugar refin-

ery in California in my congressional 

district, and thousands of candy jobs in 

the district of the gentleman from Illi-

nois (Mr. DAVIS).
The sugar program concentrates its 

rewards on a small number of wealthy 

farmers. In fact, the General Account-

ing Office reported that the largest 1 

percent of the growers get 40 percent of 

the sugar program’s benefits. The 

sugar program hurts the environment. 

In fact, the overproduction of sugar 

caused by the program is one of the 

main factors behind the tragic pollu-

tion of the Everglades in Florida. 
The Miller-Miller amendment is rea-

sonable, and it provides the kind of re-

form we need. It does not end the sugar 

support program, but it does make the 

program less generous to the sugar 

growers and thereby makes sugar farm-

ing more of a market-based decision 

rather than a decision on how big the 

Federal subsidy will be. The effect is to 

control the overproduction, which has 

caused so many of these fiscal and en-

vironmental problems. 
The Miller-Miller amendment would 

save taxpayers money by reducing the 

direct purchases of excess sugar, put-

ting those savings into agriculture con-

servation programs in desperate need 

of our support. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 

Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN).
Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to this ill-thought-out 

amendment.
The cost of sugar included in a $1.72 

bag of candy is roughly 8 cents. Candy 

companies actually spend more money 

on the wrapper than they do on the 

sugar that goes into the candy. So how 

exactly is it that the sugar producers 

are ripping off consumers? It is simple: 

they are not. 
In fact, while domestic sugar prices 

have dropped dramatically in recent 

years, a 25 percent decrease since 1996, 

the price consumers are paying for 

sugar in the grocery store has in-

creased 4 percent during that same 

time period. Producer prices for sugar 

are at a 22-year low and consumer 

prices for sugar are at a 20-year high. 

Now, why is that? Where is that money 

going? Well, let me tell my colleagues. 

The price for raw sugar has been re-

duced 14.8 percent, it has been reduced 

28.8 percent for wholesale sugar, at the 

same time the prices for sugar for ce-

real have increased 4.3 percent and 

candy at 7.7 percent. So when I hear 

about all of those jobs lost in the candy 

industry, I am sorry that that has hap-

pened; but to try to lay the blame on 

sugar simply does not cut the mustard. 

The price of cookies has increased 8 

percent, bakery products 8.5 percent, 

ice cream 13.7 percent. Even more tell-

ing is the fact that cereal has increased 

by over 4 percent, as I said earlier, and 

candy, cookies, and so on. So when we 

hear the argument of the Miller-Miller 

amendment that this program will 

equal savings to consumers, think 

again. It will not equal savings to con-

sumers; it will simply hurt producers 

because they are the ones who continue 

to pay for the reductions in sugar. The 

reduction in current producer prices 

has historically stopped at the pockets 

of the manufacturer, with consumer 

prices increasing while the struggling 

sugar industry continues to suffer. 

I have beet farmers in Wyoming. 

They are great stewards of the land. 

There is no pollution due to sugar beet 

farming, and these sugar beet farmers 

would be very ill affected. I ask all my 

colleagues to vote against this amend-

ment.

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the 

RECORD additional information on our 

sugar policy: 

GROCERS BOOST RETAIL SUGAR PRICE TO 20-

YEAR HIGH WHILE PRODUCER PRICES FALL

TO 22-YEAR LOW

The price farmers receive for their sugar— 

the wholesale refined sugar price—has been 

running at about a 22-year low for most of 

the past years. Have consumers seen any 

benefit? None. In fact, consumer prices for 

sugar just hit a 20-year high. The big grocery 

chains not only failed to pass any of their 

savings on lower producer prices for sugar 

along to consumers. They did the opposite. 

They chose instead to increase their retail 

sugar prices, and their profits. 

According to USDA data, the grocery-store 

price of sugar rose to 44.3 cents per pound in 

July. That’s the first time since April of 1981 

that the U.S. retail price of sugar has 

reached 44 cents. And these grocers want this 

Congress to believe that knocking the pro-

ducer price for sugar down even further 

would benefit consumers. How gullible do 

they think we are? 

Lower producer prices for sugar mean more 

American beet and cane farmers go out of 

business and more profits for grocery chains. 

But the numbers irrefutably show that lower 

producer prices for sugar do not mean lower 

prices for consumers. 

FOOD, CANDY MANUFACTURERS BENEFIT WHEN

SUGAR PRODUCER PRICES FALL, CONSUMERS

DO NOT

The previous speaker described the wind-

fall profits grocery chains have siphoned 

from the pockets of American sugar farm-

ers—farmer prices are down 29%, but con-

sumer prices have risen since 1996. More than 

half the sugar we consume is in the form of 

products, particularly highly sweetened 

products such as candy, cookies, cakes, ce-

real and ice cream. Have the food manufac-

turers given consumers a break on prices for 

these products? Of course, not. Since 1996, ce-

real prices are up 4%, candy prices are up 8%; 

cookies, cakes, and other baked goods up 8%; 

ice cream, up 14%. All this while the price 

they pay for their sugar is down by 29%. The 

food manufacturers, like the grocery chains, 

want to keep sugar farmers’ prices down, so 

they can keep their corporate profit margins 

up.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 

from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 

I thank the gentleman from Texas for 

yielding me this time. 
I rise against the M&M amendment 

and ask my colleagues to vote against 

it. I am deeply disturbed by the con-

stant attack on the sugar industry. 

When they attack the sugar industry, 

they are really attacking my working 

people that are out there in the fields 

planting the cane and harvesting it, 

going to the mills and reducing it to 

brown sugar or molasses. There are 

about 6,000 jobs in my State that are 

dependent upon this industry, and 

throughout the country maybe 300,000 

or 400,000 individuals. 
I consider this really an attack upon 

an industry of hardworking farmers 

who have struggled to survive. There 

was a time, only 10 years ago, when we 

had 13 sugar plantations in operation. 

They have struggled to stay alive. 

There is nobody making tons of money 

in this industry, but Hawaii has bene-

fited in the past from these plantations 

that have been permitted to exist, and 

they have existed because there had 

been a strong farm program. I thank 

the Congress and I thank the leader-

ship for continuing to support that 

concept.
Somehow or other there is a myth 

out there that there is a huge subsidy 

for sugar in this bill or anywhere. 

There is no subsidy. In fact, there is ex-

plicit language in the bill that says, 

and it directs the Secretary of Agri-

culture to operate the sugar program 

at no cost to the American taxpayer. 

So what are we talking about? We are 

talking about the candy factories and 

people in the international marketing 

combine.
And, incidentally, the three former 

Secretaries of Agriculture that distrib-

uted a letter are all lobbyists for mega 

industries that are selling candy, Na-

bisco and Nestles and whatever. So we 

have to look critically at this letter. 
This is about farmers. Hardworking 

people. There is no subsidy. In fact, 
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there is a provision in this bill that 

says it should have no cost to the 

American taxpayer. So where is the 

conflict? There is none. It seems to me 

that we are generally for the people 

who produce an essential commodity 

for our American market, so we should 

not be considering this kind of destruc-

tive amendment which would kill our 

industry and destroy the only two that 

remain now in my State. Two strug-

gling plantations. 
If this amendment should pass, we 

will be wiped out, and 6,000 workers in 

my State will be out of work. Already 

my State has been decimated after 

September 11 because of what happened 

and the closing down of the tourist in-

dustry. We simply cannot tolerate this. 

So I ask my colleagues to balance the 

equities today. It does not cost the tax-

payers a dime. There is no subsidy. 

This is a genuine farm product that we 

are producing. 
Kill the M&M amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak against the 

amendment offered by Representative DAN 
MILLER and Representative GEORGE MILLER 
and ask that my colleagues vote against it. 

I am deeply disturbed by the determination 
of the amendment’s sponsors to destroy our 
nation’s sugar industry. I shudder to think of 
the impact that this amendment would have 
on my state’s economy. Hawaii has already 
been hit very hard by the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11th. In the past 2 weeks, some 6,000 
workers have been added to our State’s un-
employment lines because of the dramatic de-
cline in the number of visitors coming to our 
islands. 

I must admit that I take this attack on the 
American sugar industry very personally. I do 
not believe that any sugar-growing area of the 
country has taken the hits that my rural district 
in Hawaii has. In 1986, 13 sugar factories 
were operating and sugarcane was grown on 
all of the four major islands. The beautiful 
fields of green waving sugarcane were a cher-
ished part of our landscape. Today, only two 
sugar companies are still operating—one on 
the island of Maui and one on Kauai. The sur-
vival of these remaining companies on which 
the fragile rural economies of these islands 
depend would be severely jeopardized if Mil-
ler-Miller became law. 

Ironically, Hawaii produces more sugar per 
acre with fewer person hours per ton of sugar 
produced than anywhere else in the world. But 
we pay our productive workers a fair wage 
and good benefits and we adhere to the 
world’s highest environmental standards. 
Those who seek to kill America’s sugar indus-
try—and make no mistake, that is the goal 
here—would export good American jobs to 
countries that exploit their workers and employ 
child labor. 

I tire of engaging in this same fight year 
after year and having to address the misin-
formation promulgated by opponents of the 
U.S. sugar program. I deeply respect the in-
tegrity of the sponsors of this amendment, but 
I am puzzled by their relentless vendetta 
against American sugar farmers. 

I have read letters in support of the Miller- 
Miller amendment which lead me to believe 

that the sponsors truly do not understand the 
issue. One of the letters claims that 

‘‘Jobs are being lost by the thousands as 
candy makers, bakeries, sugar cane refiners, 
cranberry farmers and jobs that depend on 
these industries are lost because the rest of 
the world pays 7 cents per pound for sugar 
while American businesses are forced to pay 
prices at least 150% higher.’’ 

This is simply untrue! Opponents of the U.S. 
sugar program point to the cost of American- 
grown sugar compared with the so-called 
‘‘world price’’ of sugar. But this ‘‘world price’’ 
sugar represents a mere 20% of the world-
wide sugar traded and sold. This 20% is of-
fered at dump market prices that are barely 
half the actual cost of production. Nations that 
sell this dump sugar can only do so because 
the bulk of their production is being purchased 
at prices that cover or exceed actual produc-
tion costs. For example, growers in the Euro-
pean Union receive 31¢ per pound compared 
with the 18¢-22¢ price floor for American sug-
arcane and sugar beet growers provided by 
H.R. 2646. 

No one—not even countries that use child 
labor—can product raw sugar for 7¢ a pound. 
The ‘‘world price’’ dump market represents the 
subsidized surpluses that countries dump on 
the world market for whatever price the sur-
plus sugar will bring. 

Two-thirds of the world’s sugar is produced 
at a higher cost than in the United States, 
even though American producers adhere to 
the world’s highest government standards and 
costs for labor and environmental protections. 
U.S. beet sugar producers are the most effi-
cient beet sugar producers in the world, and 
American sugarcane producers rank 28th low-
est cost among 62 countries—almost all of 
which are developing countries with deplorable 
labor and environmental practices. 

So clearly, the ‘‘rest of the world’’ is not pay-
ing 7¢ per pound for sugar—many are paying 
far more than Americans. In fact, the retail 
cost of sugar in the United States is 20% 
below the average paid in other developed 
countries. U.S. sugar is about the most afford-
able in the world—third lowest in the world in 
terms of minutes of work (1.9 minutes) to buy 
one pound of sugar. 

We are told that jobs are being lost because 
manufacturers of candy and baked goods will 
move to Mexico for cheaper sugar. I am sorry 
if any of my colleagues have been sincerely 
taken in by this claim, but it too is utterly false. 
In fact, the wholesale price that manufacturers 
pay for sugar is higher in Mexico than in the 
Unites States. Businesses are moving south 
for cheaper labor, cheaper energy, lower 
taxes, and lower or nonexistent environmental 
standards—not for cheaper sugar. 

Many claim that their opposition to the U.S. 
sugar program is based on a concern for con-
sumers who would benefit from lower prices. 
Now, I read all the mail that comes from my 
constituents and I must admit that I do not re-
member a single letter from a constituent who 
was concerned about the impact of sugar 
prices on their family’s budget. Sugar in Amer-
ica is so cheap that it is given away in res-
taurants—it only costs 43¢ a pound retail! Give 
me a break! 

U.S. producer prices for sugar have been 
down nearly 30% since 1996, a financial dis-

aster for thousands of American sugar farm-
ers. But grocers and food manufacturers—the 
principal supporters of the Miller-Miller amend-
ment—have passed none of these lower 
prices along to consumers. Retail prices for 
sugar, candy, ice cream, and other sweetened 
products are up, not down, though producer 
prices have fallen significantly over the past 
five years. 

The deeply flawed study by the GAO has 
been thoroughly discredited by the USDA. 
Economists at the USDA have ‘‘serious con-
cerns’’ about the GAO report, which ‘‘suffers in 
a number of regards relative to both the ana-
lytical approach and . . . the resulting conclu-
sions.’’ USDA concluded: ‘‘GAO has not at-
tempted to realistically model the U.S. sugar 
industry. The validity of the results are, there-
fore, suspect and should not be quoted au-
thoritatively.’’ As with the 1993 version of this 
report, the GAO assumes that food retailers 
and manufacturers would pass every cent of 
savings along to consumers—we have con-
vincing evidence that this has not happened, 
nor will it ever. 

Why is the sugar industry being singled out? 
According to USDA, last year was the only 
year in which U.S. sugar policy was not a rev-
enue raiser. And this one-time outlay will be 
defrayed or possibly eliminated when the gov-
ernment sells its surplus sugar. The remaining 
two sugar companies in Hawaii provide some 
of the best jobs on these islands. These long- 
time ‘‘kama‘aina’’ companies are struggling to 
keep this historic industry alive. Sugar has 
been grown on many of these lands for more 
than 100 years. 

Do not be concerned about the cost of the 
sugar program in this bill. H.R. 2646 contains 
language that directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to operate the sugar program at no 
cost to the American taxpayer. 

I was frankly astonished to read the poorly 
written, inaccurate letter signed by 3 former 
Secretaries of Agriculture. The Miller-Miller 
proponents have obviously confused the 
former Secretaries on a number of issues. 
They claim that Miller-Miller reduces price sup-
ports by a modest amount—in fact, it effec-
tively reduces the support price by 3 cents— 
from 18 cents to 15 cents. Let’s remember 
that the loan rate has been frozen at 18 cents 
for the past 16 years! In any other crop we’d 
be looking at an increase—not a reduction. 

The former Secretaries say the sugar pro-
gram is ‘‘costly to taxpayers’’ but sugar is the 
only commodity program in the new Farm Bill 
designed to run at no cost to taxpayers. The 
Miller-Miller amendment would remove the 
supply management tools that would enable 
the Secretary of Agriculture to operate the pro-
gram at no cost—Miller-Miller would make 
sugar policy costly to taxpayers. 

The U.S. sugar and corn sweetener pro-
ducing industry accounts, directly and indi-
rectly, for an estimated 420,000 American jobs 
in 42 states and for more than $26 billion per 
year in economic activity. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the Miller-Mil-
ler amendment and to support America’s effi-
cient and hard-working sugar farmers. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 

consume to mention that while my col-

league from Hawaii brings up the fact 
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there is no net cost, that is not what 

we were told back in 1996. Last year, 

the Federal Government bought $435 

million worth of sugar. They have no 

use for it. They cannot even give it to 

Afghanistan, let alone give it away in 

this country. And we are paying mil-

lions of dollars to store that 750,000 

tons of sugar. So it does cost real dol-

lars.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. KEL-

LER).
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me this 

time.
I rise today in support of the Miller- 

Miller amendment to reform the U.S. 

sugar program. Over the next 2 months, 

millions of Americans will go to their 

neighborhood grocery stores to do 

some food shopping. Very few, if any, 

of our citizens will realize that the 

sugar in the processed foods, cereal, 

and ice cream they buy is subject to a 

cost about double the world price, 

courtesy of the U.S. Congress and the 

sugar program. 
Some of these grocery shoppers may 

head over to the candy cane aisle, par-

ticularly as we get closer to the Christ-

mas season. However, once again, very 

few will know that Bob’s Candies of Al-

bany, Georgia, the Nation’s largest 

candy cane manufacturer, had to ship 

some of its manufacturing jobs out of 

the country, to Jamaica, so it could 

buy sugar that was 50 percent cheaper 

than in the United States. They do not 

know that the president of Bob’s 

Candies, Mr. Greg McCormick, stated 

that reforming the U.S. sugar company 

would allow his company to keep those 

same jobs in America and allow the re-

tail price of his candy canes to be low-

ered by 10 to 15 cents a package. 

As our citizens walk up to the cash 

register at this grocery store to pay 

their food bill, they will not realize the 

sugar program is costing American 

consumers nearly $2 billion a year in 

added food costs, according to the Gen-

eral Accounting Office. As they pull 

the dollars out of their wallet, they 

will not realize that last year our Fed-

eral Government had to spend 465 mil-

lion taxpayer dollars from the U.S. 

treasury to buy surplus domestic sugar 

and keep the price artificially high. 

b 1745

Well, while very few Americans may 

realize these facts, there are several 

well-respected watchdog groups who 

are aware of the problem. For example, 

Citizens Against Government Waste, 

Americans for Tax Reform, and the 

Heritage Foundation all oppose the 

sugar program. 

The sugar program has also caught 

the attention of well-respected envi-

ronmental groups such as the National 

Audubon Society and the Everglades 

Trust. These groups know that sugar 

cane in the Everglades agricultural 

area has exploded from 50,000 acres in 

1960 to nearly 500,000 acres today, 

thanks in part to the U.S. sugar pro-

gram.
If these facts are true, and they are, 

why do we have the sugar program? 

Are these sugar growers bad people? 

Absolutely not. They are hardworking 

Americans. They pay taxes. They cre-

ate thousands of jobs. They are now ap-

plying fertilizer to their crops in a very 

environmentally friendly manner, and 

they are frustrated that foreign mar-

kets are closed to them. 
In light of these trade barriers erect-

ed by certain foreign countries, our do-

mestic sugar growers feel they need 

this complicated system of price sup-

ports, import restrictions, and loan 

guarantees to continue in order to 

thrive.
Well, I agree 100 percent that our 

country should do everything in its 

power when negotiating these trade 

agreements to open up foreign markets 

for our domestic sugar, citrus, and veg-

etable growers. These concerns should 

be addressed head-on at the negoti-

ating table by the Bush administra-

tion.
Until that happens, I believe that the 

Miller-Miller amendment strikes the 

appropriate balance between con-

sumers and sugar growers because it 

mends, but does not end, the U.S. sugar 

program. Under this amendment, the 

price support is lowered one penny, 

from 18 cents to 17 cents per pound. 

This, coupled with other reforms, will 

save the Federal Government $500 mil-

lion over the next 10 years, according 

to the CBO. 
Of that amount, the Miller-Miller 

amendment states that up to $300 mil-

lion will be used to restore the Florida 

Everglades. For these reasons I ask my 

colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Miller- 

Miller amendment. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

if my colleagues eat, they are involved 

in agriculture and they have a stake in 

America’s oldest and most basic policy. 

But our sugar policy is defective, coun-

terproductive, and is suffocating our 

economy. The media has characterized 

it correctly as being a scandal. 
I am proud of the fact that I come 

from the State of Illinois, an agricul-

tural powerhouse. I was raised on a 

small farm in Arkansas, and so I grew 

up enjoying the values of rural life. 

And I know what it means for a family 

to survive on hard work, ingenuity, 

creativity, and the sweat of their brow. 
I support Federal programs which 

create decent, livable help so that 

farmers can live a decent life. But 

when I find a program like the sugar 

program where 1 percent of the farms, 

just 17 farms, 1 percent, collect 58 per-

cent of the subsidy, I am outraged. I 

am outraged because what it means is 

that the pot has already been sweet-

ened for the wealthy, for the few. 
Mr. Chairman, subsidies should be 

given to the needy, not the greedy. The 

fallout from this wrong-headed sugar 

subsidy program ripples across our en-

tire economy. I represent what could 

be called the candy capital of America. 

Illinois has 31,000 individuals employed 

in the confectionery industry, but we 

have lost 11 percent of our workforce, 

and there has been no new plant devel-

opment since the institution of this 

program. We spent over $250 million for 

sugar last year. Had this program not 

been in effect, we would have spent 

probably only half that much, while 

the giant corporate agricultural com-

bines who benefit the most from the 

sugar subsidies are not only taking our 

money, but in some instances they are 

causing pollution in certain parts of 

the country. 
Mr. Chairman, it is time for change. 

It is time for America to stop playing 

sugar daddy to a handful of monopo-

listic sugar plantations. The Miller- 

Miller amendment brings some ration-

ality and fairness to the industry. The 

Miller-Miller amendment will protect 

family farms, protect jobs in the sugar 

and confectionery industry and protect 

our environment. 
We cannot allow ourselves to get 

sugar-daddied out and sweetened into 

bad policies. I would urge every Mem-

ber who believes in fairness, who be-

lieves that small farmers should have 

help and assistance, I would urge them 

to support the Miller-Miller amend-

ment and do not be a marshmallow and 

get suckered in. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-

braska (Mr. OSBORNE).
Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the efforts of the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. MILLER) and the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE

MILLER). I appreciate the importance 

of the Everglades; however, I oppose 

the amendment. 
Sugar policy, contrary to what Mem-

bers have been hearing, has been one of 

the most successful farm programs 

from 1991 to 2002. It has been the most 

successful. We have heard about $465 

million in payment, that was for 1 

year. That was the year 2000. Every 

other year, 11 out of 12 years, the sugar 

industry has paid the Federal Govern-

ment more than it has gotten back, but 

we are labeling this as a boondoggle. 
I would like to also point out, as my 

colleagues have said, sugar prices have 

fallen 30 percent since 1996. This has 

been primarily due to dumping of sugar 

by Mexico since NAFTA was formed. 
In my State, the State of Nebraska, 

we have seen the fallout. Currently 

there have been 17 sugar factories that 

have closed in the last 4 or 5 years 

which represents roughly 40 percent of 

all of the factories in the country, in 

the United States. We currently have 
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750 producers in the State of Nebraska. 

In order to open their sugar factory, in 

order to survive, they have had to go 

together and form a cooperative and 

pay $185 to $220 per acre in order to 

keep this thing going. They are trying 

to save the sugar beet industry in Ne-

braska, in Montana, in Idaho, in Wyo-

ming.
Mr. Chairman, I ask to have it ex-

plained to me why producers in those 

States need to be taxed 2 cents a pound 

on sugar additionally, and also have 

their loan rate reduced below the cost 

of production, in order to pay for ren-

ovation of the Everglades? 
We just went through a big debate 

where 10 or 12 or 15 States were pos-

sibly getting a disproportionate 

amount of commodities; and now we 

are talking about laying the wood to, 

to coin a term, to a group of States 

that have nothing to do with the Ever-

glades to pay for the Everglades. This 

has already been taken care of. The 

1994 Everglades Forever Act provided 

$685 million, and the 2000 Comprehen-

sive Everglades Restoration Plan also 

addresses this problem. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 

from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).
Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, I op-

pose this amendment, and I support the 

bill.
Government’s primary function is to 

protect the people. A stable domestic 

food supply is as important to national 

defense as a military weapon. Because 

of a national farm policy, and we all 

know this and all Members have to do 

is look around the country and the 

world, American consumers spend less 

than 11 percent of their income on 

food.
If Members believe this amendment 

will reduce the cost of products con-

taining sugar, they need to listen to 

these facts. Between 1990 and 2000, the 

price of raw sugar fell 18 percent; 

wholesale refined sugar fell nearly 31 

percent; but during that same period of 

time the consumer price of cereal, 

candy, ice cream, and bakery products 

increased by 25 to 36 percent. 
Few of us remember the rationing of 

basic foodstuffs in World War II. In ad-

dition to steel and rubber, sugar was 

rationed. Why? Because it is essential 

to a balanced diet, and domestic 

sources were limited. Even today, do-

mestic sugar product is not enough to 

meet our domestic demand. 
If Congress passes this amendment, 

the domestic sugar industry will be 

devastated and American consumers 

will have to depend on uncertain for-

eign sources, which by the way, sub-

sidizes their sugar program. But as we 

are also talking about the economy 

and stimulus packages around here and 

with unemployment going up, let me 

make this point. There are over 40,000 

workers that are involved in this in-

dustry. These are machinists. These 

are people making $35,000 to $40,000 
with health care insurance. 

If Members wonder why I am sup-
porting this amendment, those are 
three or four good reasons. I support a 
strong domestic food production indus-
try because it helps our economy and it 
protects our people. 

Mr. Chairman, if Members truly be-
lieve in buying American and made in 
America, Members need to reject this 
amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, after the 
September 11 attack, our economy was 
weakened and our military expenses 
have gone up. This is not the time to 
levy a $1.8 billion indirect tax on Amer-
ican consumers to charge a Stalinist 
high sugar price set by bureaucrats in 
Washington.

This program also costs over $400 
million in taxpayer funds to over-
produce sugar. These funds should go 
directly to our men and women in uni-
form, for the reconstruction of New 
York, and for securing Social Security, 
not politically connected sugar growers 
lobbying the government for a govern-
ment handout in time of war. To these 
sugar growers we should say we cannot 
afford to give a government handout, 
there is a war on. 

Mayor Daley of Chicago wrote to me 
with concerns for the jobs of 31,000 
workers in Illinois threatened by the 
sugar program. These jobs are in many 
disadvantaged communities like North 
Chicago, Illinois, my State’s second 
poorest community; and the legendary 
Brach’s Candy Company, a Chicago in-
stitution, recently shut its doors for 
good, moving 1,100 jobs overseas due to 
high production costs caused by this 
sugar program. 

The simple fact is: as a result of this 

program, foreign candy sales have gone 

up over 70 percent in the last 5 years 

and could reach 40 percent of total 

sales within the next 5 years. Compa-

nies such as Jelly Belly of North Chi-

cago and Craft of Glenview will suffer 

the same fate as Brach’s if we do not 

reform this program. 
We cannot sit idly by while thou-

sands of people lose their jobs so that 

sugar growers can reach into the tax-

payer’s pocket for yet another hand-

out. These subsidies cannibalize our 

economy and segregate us into eco-

nomic winners and losers. 
The Miller-Miller sugar reform 

amendment is different from past re-

form amendments which would have 

ended the sugar subsidy program. This 

amendment will reform, not eliminate 

the program; and it will make it more 

market oriented, bringing it in line 

with the administration’s principle 

that we should move away from price 

supports towards our core belief in free 

and open markets. 
The sugar subsidy program cost the 

taxpayers $465 million last year, and 

now costs the government $1 million a 

month just to store excess sugar. We 

cannot sit by while thousands of our 

constituents lose their jobs because po-

litically connected growers raid the 

treasury and millions of tons of sugar 

rots away in storage. 
Mr. Chairman, please join me in vot-

ing against this outdated, unfair sub-

sidy that pits American’s economic in-

terests against each other and against 

the principles of free enterprise. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 

from Missouri (Mr. CLAY).
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, today I 

rise in support of the Miller-Miller 

sugar amendment. The U.S. sugar pro-

gram is in critical need of reform. Un-

like most farm programs, the U.S. 

sugar program has avoided any mar-

ket-oriented reform for many years. 

Artificially high price supports have 

distorted the markets leading to ex-

panded domestic production and over-

supply of the U.S. market. 
Approximately 50 percent of govern-

ment payments go to the largest 8 per-

cent of farms, usually corporate owned. 

A little more than half of all U.S. farm-

ers share in only 13 percent of the gov-

ernment payments. The artificially 

stimulated domestic price of sugar is 

often twice the world price. This hurts 

the American consumers who are 

forced to pay substantially more for 

sugar and sugar-containing products. 
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Although we do not have a sugar 

cane crop of any size in Missouri, we do 

have corn growers who produce a sub-

stantial amount of sweeteners. The 

Missouri corn growers do not create 

the environmental concerns as do the 

cane growers and they also make out-

standing contributions to our alter-

native fuels industries and associated 

research. We will have to find common 

ground on effecting remedies for the 

problem.

The Miller-Miller amendment does 

not gut or eliminate the sugar pro-

gram. The amendment reduces the 

sugar price support rate and current 

incentives for overproduction. The 

amendment increases the penalties 

that big sugar processing plants must 

pay if they fail to repay government 

loans. It would make some modest re-

forms to make the program more mar-

ket-oriented, and at the same time, 

promote conservation. I am in favor of 

most conservation aspects of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I must admit that I 

am troubled that the bill shows no con-

cern for fiscal constraint. Most of us 

promised voters that we would protect 

the Social Security trust fund and 

Medicare funds. 

Let us vote for the Miller-Miller 

amendment. Let us refrain from pass-

ing several of the budget-busting pro-

grams without consideration of the 

overall budget. We need a farm bill 
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that is responsible, and we need a bill 

in a form that we can vote for. I cannot 

vote for this bill in this form. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 

Montana (Mr. REHBERG).
Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the Miller-Miller 

amendment. I cannot debate the issue 

with my colleagues from the urban 

areas on subsidization because they ob-

viously do not understand the sugar 

program. It is not subsidized. Read my 

lips. It is not subsidized. 
What we have in this country is a 

problem. We have an oversupply of for-

eign sugar being brought into the coun-

try. That is the problem we have got. 

Prices are down but demand is up. So 

what creates the prices being down? 

The subsidization of foreign sugar. 

When you talk about these rich cor-

porations, they are so rich they are fil-

ing bankruptcy. Does that not tell you 

a lot? 
When was the last time a rich cor-

poration making all this money in a 

farm program would file bankruptcy? 

Now we have a situation in Montana 

where finally some of the producers are 

trying to pull themselves up by their 

bootstraps, buy those factories, reopen 

them under a value-added idea, and we 

are going to kick them. We are going 

to say, ‘‘No, we’re sorry, that’s just not 

good enough. We not only don’t want 

you to be in business, we’re going to 

now consider additional trade pro-

motion authority so we can bring more 

subsidized product in to put the rest of 

you out of business.’’ 
I am a supporter of free trade, but I 

am here to tell you right now, after 

reading the documents that have been 

floating around from the administra-

tion, Mr. President and your adminis-

tration, if you are listening, you are 

rapidly losing me, because I do not get 

it. We do not have an oversupply of 

sugar in this country. What we now 

have is an oversupply of foreign com-

petition that do not respect our labor 

laws, do not respect our environment 

and do not respect American agri-

culture.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).
Mr. DELAHUNT. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding me this time. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 

the gentleman from Montana on his 

eloquence. I also want to let him know, 

however, that this is one Member from 

an urban area that understands that 

there is no subsidy in this program. 

And let me be clear about that and if 

there are Members from the urban cit-

ies and suburbs that think there is, 

there is not a cash subsidy here. That 

is a misrepresentation. 
But I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that 

this amendment offers us a really easy 

choice. Do we really want sugar grown 

by American farmers? Do we really? 

Because if we do not, then vote for this 

amendment, because its import will ef-

fectively put out of business farmers 

dealing in sugar in this country. Un-

derstand that and be clear about it. 
Now, some argue that this amend-

ment would produce savings for con-

sumers. Well, let me suggest, do not 

hold your breath. Okay? Do you really 

believe a Milky Way bar or a can of 

Pepsi is going to go down in price? Give 

me a break. The hard empirical evi-

dence establishes clearly that none of 

the savings on cheap, subsidized, for-

eign sugar will be passed along to con-

sumers. And neither will increased 

wages for the workers in my friend 

from Illinois’ district. Be assured of 

that. Be assured of that. 
So if you support American farmers, 

if you are concerned about environ-

mental standards and want to protect 

American jobs, then vote against this 

amendment and support the commit-

tee’s sugar provision in the farm bill. It 

is an easy choice. 
Mr. Chairman, make my sugar Amer-

ican. Oppose the Miller-Miller amend-

ment.
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 

from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong support of the Miller-Miller 

amendment. I must say that I oppose 

this entire bill. I think it is subsidy 

run amuck. I did not come here to Con-

gress to reward this industry or an-

other or pit one industry against an-

other, and I think that that is what we 

are doing in this farm bill. It is a 

chicken-in-every-pot syndrome. We 

criticize every other country in the 

world for doing this and then we em-

brace it ourselves. 
This is one element of sanity in a 

very bad bill. I would encourage my 

colleagues to support it. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 

from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in strong support of this amend-

ment. I am only sorry that it is not co-

sponsored in addition by our friend, the 

gentleman from California (Mr. GARY

MILLER) so it could be the Miller sugar 

cube.
This program is one example where 

we are led to believe that it is not a 

problem of subsidization that ends up 

distorting our markets, disadvantaging 

consumers and posing great risks to 

the environment. This year, the bizarre 

system that artificially raises the price 

of sugar in the United States, puts im-

port restrictions on the commodity 

while at the same time paying farmers 

to plow over their crop and allowing 

the sugar producers to pay back their 

loans with sugar is not subsidization, 

not dealing with the market, I beg to 

differ.
I would suggest that any econ stu-

dent 101 armed with the basic informa-

tion from the GAO reports could argue 

persuasively to the contrary. And all of 

this for a crop that wreaks havoc on 

the environment, especially in the 

Florida Everglades. 
We have heard that there is a dis-

proportionately few number of people 

who benefit from this program, and of 

those the majority are large scale 

farmers and producers. We have heard 

that 40 percent of the benefits go to 1 

percent of the growers, precious little 

getting to the small family farm, and 

they continue to go out of business 

every year. We must reassess the myth 

that somehow this subsidy to corporate 

sugar producers is paid for by magic 

and that there is no risk to the con-

sumer or the taxpayer. 
As my friend the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. MILLER) pointed out, we 

heard that before in 1996. The sugar 

subsidy we are talking about here costs 

American consumers almost $2 billion 

a year. And that has no effect on the 

economy? I beg to differ. I would think 

that some of my free market friends 

would be laughed out of the room if 

they suggested it in other areas. 
In addition to costing the taxpayer, 

inflating the cost to two or sometimes 

three times the world price, we are, as 

we have heard, losing American jobs 

now, not theoretically, but because it 

is cheaper to move the production 

overseas while the American public is 

paying a million dollars a month just 

to store the excess sugar right now. 
As we move into a more globalized 

economy, we should not be supporting 

a backward program that makes it dif-

ficult for us to meet the demands of 

our agreements with the World Trade 

Organization and NAFTA. We have 

heard people here on this floor call for 

fairness, and then we turn around and 

do something that is goofy. 
But I oppose this not just because of 

the cycle of subsidization, the limita-

tion on free trade and the stockpiling, 

my particular interest has to do with 

the environment. We have been in-

volved in Congress here trying to re-

pair decades of damage to the Ever-

glades. The sugar program has ex-

panded sugar cane production in Flor-

ida. What was it in 1960? 50,000 acres. 

What is it today? Almost 500,000 acres, 

severely harming the natural environ-

ment of southern Florida, while we in 

this Chamber invested $8 billion as a 

down payment to restore the damage, 

and we are still subsidizing an industry 

that is polluting it with the phos-

phorous-laden agricultural runoff. 
I would strongly suggest that we 

break this vicious cycle. The amend-

ment before us would reduce the dam-

age the sugar program does to the envi-

ronment, to our international trade 

agreements and to the consumer pock-

etbook. It would reduce price supports, 

government quotas, and bring a greater 

market orientation to the program, 

not abolishing it. It would authorize up 
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to $300 million in savings from the 

amendment to go towards conservation 

and environmental stewardship, which 

are a priority to all of us because the 

Everglades problem is a national prob-

lem.
This is where our priorities need to 

be, supporting our natural ecosystems, 

saving the public money, not mon-

keying around with the market. I urge 

its adoption. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the distinguished gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST), the 

chairman of the full committee. 
Mr. COMBEST. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding time. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the Miller-Miller amendment. It kicks 

the sugar farmers when they are down. 

It is interesting that since 1996, prices 

of sugar are down nearly 30 percent. It 

is also, if you look at it among the 

comparative in the world, it is among 

the most affordable in the world, 20 

percent below the developed country 

average and essentially unchanged 

since 1990. 
Who benefits when prices are down? 

It is certainly not the consumer. And 

who suffers? It is certainly the farmer. 

In reality, history shows inarguably 

that users of sugar do not pass their 

savings on for sugar and other ingredi-

ents to the consumer. Lower com-

modity prices are just an opportunity 

for higher profits at the expense of the 

farmer. As evidence, retail prices for 

sugar, candy, ice cream and other 

sweetened products are up, not down, 

though the prices that are received by 

the farmer are substantially down over 

the last 5 years. 
This is an amendment that would 

have tremendous implications to the 

farmer. It does nothing to help the con-

sumer in terms of lower prices for com-

modities. I would urge my colleagues 

to oppose the amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA).
Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

today to voice my strong opposition to 

the Miller-Miller amendment. This 

amendment is bad public policy for two 

simple reasons. First, it would have a 

devastating effect on sugar producers, 

not only in my district, but in districts 

across 42 other States as well. These 

producers generate 370,000 jobs and 

have an annual impact of $26 billion 

per year on the national economy. 
Second, it hurts consumers, because 

without our current sugar policy, 

prices for this important commodity 

would skyrocket. Sugar is an essential, 

even strategic ingredient in our Na-

tion’s food system, yet we are the 

fourth largest importer of sugar in the 

world. Our family farmers who grow 

sugar are globally competitive but can-

not compete against foreign treasuries 

and predatory trade practices. Main-

taining a reliable supply of sugar at 

competitive prices for consumers, re-

sponding to unfair foreign trade prac-

tices and letting farmers receive their 

income from the market and not the 

government is at the heart of U.S. 

sugar policy. 
Sugar prices have plummeted over 

the past 2 years and family farmers are 

facing a monumental challenge: Buy 

the factories that process your beets or 

go out of business. Almost half of the 

remaining sugar beet factories in the 

United States are currently for sale to 

the farmers who grow sugar beets. In 

fact, producers in my district are pool-

ing their resources to buy the Michigan 

Sugar Company. The producers in my 

district need all the help and advan-

tages we can give them. 
Today, we have an opportunity to en-

sure our farmers global competitive-

ness. Given the depressed sugar market 

and the overall agricultural economy, 

it is almost impossible for America’s 

family farmers and rural bankers to 

take the next step and form farmer- 

owned cooperatives. 

b 1815

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE), a 

classmate from the 103rd Congress. 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I guess the bottom 

line is that last year the U.S. Treasury 

spent a total of $465 million buying 

sugar and then spent another $1.4 mil-

lion a month, a month, to store the 1 

million tons of surplus sugar produced. 

In other words, the Government basi-

cally encourages growers to over-

produce excess sugar, and then pur-

chases this back at the expense partly 

of the American taxpayer. 

The General Accounting Office esti-

mates that consumers and users pay an 

extra $1.9 billion annually in what can 

be called a hidden tax because of the 

sugar program. So every time an Amer-

ican buys a candy bar or a carton of ice 

cream or anything that is not sugar- 

free, basically they are affected by this 

policy.

Now, if we go back to the 1996 Free-

dom to Farm Act, as I understood the 

act, what it was supposed to do was to 

be just that, the freedom to farm. It 

was meant to gradually decline pay-

ments so farmers could wean them-

selves from the Government’s micro- 

management and send them on a path 

toward free markets. But the Federal 

Government continues basically 

through this arrangement to subsidize 

sugar producers by maintaining higher 

prices than the prices would be. 

The sugar program keeps U.S. sugar 

prices more than twice as high as the 

world market, and the Government’s 

involvement, arguably, has helped 

force the three-quarters of U.S. sugar 

refineries that have gone out of busi-

ness to close down. So we have had 

three-quarters of the refineries close 
down the last few years. Basically, 
those refineries have been moved off-
shore, so thousands of jobs have been 
lost in that sector. 

The Miller-Miller amendment, this 
amendment, rejects government quotas 
on marketing; it reduces price supports 
and brings greater market orientation 
to U.S. sugar policy. That is why I sup-
port the amendment. I think it moves 
us away from corporate welfare. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH).

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, today I 
rise in support of the Miller-Miller, or 
M&M, amendment, to scale back the 
sugar price support provisions of the 
Farm Security Act. In a year in which 
we have seen major reductions in taxes 
to spur our ailing economy, it is only 
fitting that we scale back the sugar 
program.

Clearly the sugar program is a tax. It 
artificially raises the price of sugar on 
consumers, small businesses, and the 
confectionery industry. The GAO esti-
mates that the sugar tax costs con-
sumers $1.8 billion annually. Whether 
you live in the suburbs, the country-
side or in a major metropolitan area, 
you pay a higher price for this basic 
commodity. Unfortunately, because 
this tax is regressive, the burden of the 
sugar program disproportionately im-
pacts the poor. 

The sugar tax also hurts small busi-
nesses, such as mom and pop grocery 
stores and small bakeries. Unfortu-
nately, many of these corner stores, 
which serve small urban towns and 
inner-city neighborhoods, must pass 
the cost of high sugar prices on to con-
sumers.

Finally, large U.S. businesses have 

been hurt by the sugar tax. The confec-

tionery industry has been placed at a 

competitive disadvantage because for-

eign competitors have access to cheap-

er sugar. Many of these industries are 

being forced to consider relocating 

abroad to remain competitive. In Chi-

cago alone, employment in the confec-

tionery sector is down by 11 percent. 
However, the sugar tax is a national 

problem. As many as 293,000 workers in 

20 States depend on the confectionery 

industry for their livelihood. The sugar 

tax must be scaled back to help U.S. 

consumers, small businesses and indus-

try.
We are not asking for a repeal of the 

sugar program, but merely a fair and 

equitable reduction in some of its most 

onerous provisions. The M&M amend-

ment continues to protect sugar grow-

ers without unduly burdening U.S. con-

sumers and businesses. 
To the opponents of this amendment, 

I say to you that your words are 

strong, but your conclusion is wrong. 

Scale back the sugar price cost provi-

sion.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair 

would advise Members that the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) has 

121⁄2 minutes remaining; the gentleman 

from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT) has 12 

minutes remaining; the gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 13 min-

utes remaining; and the gentleman 

from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) has 7 minutes 

remaining.
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-

nesota (Mr. KENNEDY).
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I am a free-trader, a fair- 

trader, an original cosponsor of the bill 

to grant the President Trade Pro-

motion Authority, and I am a strong 

supporter of markets, if efficient mar-

kets exist. But our hard-working sugar 

producers are amongst the most cost 

efficient in the world. In fact, our 

sugar beet growers, including over 600 

growers in my district in Southwest 

Minnesota, are among the lowest-cost 

producers of sugar in the world. They 

are willing to compete on a level play-

ing field, but cannot compete against 

foreign governments that encourage 

excess production and dump that ex-

cess production on the world market. 

The world dump market price is well 

below the world cost to produce sugar 

and is not sustainable. 
We do need to continue to push for 

fair trade in sugar. With a level playing 

field, I am confident that our sugar 

producers cannot only compete, but 

they can prosper. But if we sacrifice 

our sugar farmers now and become our-

selves dependent on a dump market 

price, we will become dependent on for-

eign producers. If they stop subsidizing 

those foreign producers, we are going 

to be paying higher prices for sugar 

than we are today. 
Let us not abandon an efficient, cost- 

effective industry that is providing 

jobs and incomes for our rural areas. I 

encourage Members to oppose the Mil-

ler-Miller amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the ranking member for 

yielding me time. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 

this body, are there any Members here 

who know more about this farm bill 

than the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

COMBEST) and the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)? The answer is 

no. And both of them oppose this par-

ticular measure. 
The sugar industry supports 420,000 

jobs in America. I do not know of any 

candy manufacturer or big food chain 

that has gone out of business because 

of the price of sugar. 
I wish I could answer all of my col-

leagues’ statements, but I cannot. As-

suredly, they are dead wrong about the 

Everglades. I do not just fly there; I 

live there. The sugar industry has re-

duced its circumstances with reference 

to the Everglades by 55 percent and is 

ahead of the Everglades restoration 

schedule all the way around the board. 

What you need to know is, among 

other things, the sugar industry has 

contributed $279 million towards pay-

ing off the national debt since 1991. No 

other commodity has done that. 
I personally am just tired of the mis-

information that I continue to hear. I 

understand Members’ parochial con-

cerns. That is what I have. The gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) and I 

represent 75 percent of the sugar cane 

growing that is done in the United 

States of America. But I can tell you 

this, I have checked a little bit around 

the world. Our nearest neighbor, our 

biggest, nearest neighbor, Mexico, 

Mexico’s sugar costs 3 cents more 

today than in America. 
I do not understand whether or not 

these people have traveled anywhere in 

this world or not, but there is a basic 

economic principle: find a void and fill 

it. That is what other sugar producing 

countries are waiting for. Kill the 

sugar industry, if you will, and you ex-

pect that they are just going to sit on 

the sidelines? Name me the product 

that when it went out of business in 

America, all of a sudden became cheap-

er? How about steel as an example? We 

are driving our industry offshore. 
Now, understand this: as I said, I do 

not just fly there; I live there. When I 

drive down Highway 27 to Pahokee, I 

see a town choking. When I go there to 

Okeechobee, I have tears in my eyes at 

the pain that is caused because of the 

loss of jobs. The same holds true for 

Belle Glade and Clewiston. I was in 

Clewiston on a day when 44 people were 

told they did not have their jobs any-

more.
Now, I want candy to exist, I want 

the food chain to exist, and I want the 

sugar program to exist; and I want all 

of us to do right by each other, rather 

than kicking each other when we are 

down.
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 

consume.
Mr. Chairman, let me respond to a 

couple of questions that have come up 

in this debate. First of all, they talk 

about the cost of it, and they say, well, 

the sugar is lower here, there, it does 

not cost anything. 
I want to refer once again to the Gen-

eral Accounting Office report, the 

GAO. We pay this agency, which is a 

part of Congress, $400 million a year to 

do studies for us. It is not a partisan 

organization; it is not a biased organi-

zation. It has the experts, or brings in 

the consultants, to come up with the 

best knowledge they can. 
In this case it was asked, what is the 

cost of the sugar program? It was a 

very detailed report. They are the ones 

that came up with the $1.9 billion cost. 

So the program really does cost money. 
You say it does not cost anything. 

My colleague from Florida was talk-
ing about jobs. We are concerned about 
jobs. But what about the candy compa-
nies that are losing jobs? Here is an ar-
ticle from the Nashville Business Jour-
nal about a company, Bradley Candy 
Corporation, on June 29 closed their 
doors and went out of business. 

My colleague from Chicago talks 
about the companies in Chicago going 
out of business. Bob’s Candy from Al-
bany, Georgia, makes candy canes. 
Hard candy is the one that uses a lot of 
sugar. They are being driven offshore 
for production because the cost of 
sugar in something like candy canes 
just makes it prohibitive to compete. 

Let me also make a comment about 
the trade issue. Many of my colleagues 
say they are free-traders. I am a little 
baffled by my colleagues that support 
free trade, especially if you support it 
in the grains and soybeans and such. 
We are big exporters of agricultural 
products. That is great. 

But the problem we have with our 
trade negotiators is they go sit at the 
table to negotiate trade and say, we 
want to sell more corn or wheat to 
your country, but do not sell us any 
sugar. We are hurting ourselves open-
ing up markets for the grains and other 
products that we do manufacture so ef-
ficiently and produce in this country so 
efficiently, because we have to defend 
sugar. That is the reason those former 
Agriculture Secretaries say get rid of 
the program; we cannot negotiate more 
markets for our agricultural products 
when the one product we have to de-
fend is sugar. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment has been characterized 
as the M&M amendment. M&M is a 
good candy. Mantle and Maris were a 
good team from the New York 
Yankees.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to 
yield 2 minutes to another Yankee who 
hits a lot of home runs, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
pleasure to be associated with the sec-
ond best team in New York. It is also 
my pleasure to join with two-thirds of 
the People-Named-Miller caucus here 
in Congress, actually over two-thirds, 
because the gentleman from California 
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER) is a pretty big 
fellow.

I have to say to my colleagues, I sup-
port agriculture programs. I voted for 
every agriculture bill, and I believe it 

is very important for coalitions to be 

formed in this body between urban 

Members, who probably are only con-

suming agriculture product, and their 

rural counterparts, because it is an im-

portant part of the stream. But just as 

my colleagues on all sides of the aisle 

have demanded accountability from 

urban programs, I think it is fair that 

we demand the same accountability 

here.
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This amendment does not seek to end 

the program, simply to amend the pro-

gram. I have to tell Members that I do 

not mind the fact that is a $465 million 

program.

b 1830

That, to me, is not offensive. What is 

offensive is the additional cost to the 

taxpayers that are hidden. 
The gentleman from Florida just 

talked about the $1.9 billion annually 

that consumers pay for this program. 

That is putting aside the $1.4 million a 

month to store the sugar that is pur-

chased and then held in essentially es-

crow to be paid back against the debts 

as part of this program. 
But I have to say that one of the 

things that leads me to be so strongly 

in favor of the Miller and Miller 

amendment is the experience of the 

Madeline Chocolate Novelties Company 

in Rockaway, New York in my district. 

It is not a mammoth company by any 

stretch of the imagination. They em-

ploy about 500 people. But the reason 

they do not employ more people, they 

say, is their inability to export more of 

their products. They do not manufac-

ture chocolate, they create novelty 

chocolate products like the kind we 

customarily would get at Easter and in 

my district at Passover. But they esti-

mate there is about a 10 percent dif-

ference in the price of the chocolate 

that they buy because of this program 

and this program alone. They travel 

around to international trade shows, 

they contact me for help with inter-

national export programs. 
The fact of the matter is this pro-

gram and this program alone has 

meant jobs in my district. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, let me 

yield myself 10 seconds to comment on 

the GAO report. If we look at page 55 

where they conclude the validity of the 

report, it says, ‘‘The results are, there-

fore, suspect and should not be quoted 

authoritatively.’’

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP).

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Sugar is an essential and even stra-

tegic ingredient in our Nation’s food 

supply, yet we are the fourth largest 

importer of sugar in the world. The 

United States sugar industry is in trou-

ble. I know firsthand because I rep-

resent thousands of family farmers and 

factory workers who grow and process 

sugar beets in Michigan. Sugar prices 

have plummeted over the past 2 years, 

and family farmers are facing a monu-

mental challenge. 

Almost half of the remaining sugar 

beet factories in the United States are 

currently for sale, for sale to the farm-

ers who grow sugar beets. Given the de-

pressed sugar market and the overall 

agricultural economy, our family farm-

ers cannot form farmer-owned coopera-

tives. This is an industry that is the 

very backbone of the rural economy. 

We must not and cannot let it collapse. 
The Miller amendment will end any 

opportunity for these farmers and fac-

tory workers to be reliable and com-

petitive suppliers to America’s con-

sumers. The Miller amendment will cut 

the supply lines of an essential ingre-

dient and deliver another economic 

blow to America’s struggling rural 

economy.
Vote against the Miller amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 

yielding me time. I rise in strong oppo-

sition to this amendment. It is kind of 

hard for me to understand why we keep 

having this debate every year, because 

there is really no reason for it. 
I represent an area where, along with 

the gentleman from North Dakota (Mr. 

POMEROY), we produce the most sugar 

in our region of anyplace in the coun-

try. Small farmers, 200, 300 acres in 

sugar beets. It has been the one crop 

that is making us a little bit of money, 

although that is getting thinner and 

thinner every year. 
One of the reasons, frankly, is be-

cause of all of the free traders that cre-

ated this problem, because of these 

trade agreements. If my colleagues 

think that this world market or this 

so-called price is a real price, you got 

another thing to consider. It is a dump 

price. You need to get out in some 

other parts of the world and find out 

what is going on. 
I had a chance to go to Romania and 

they are next, of course, to Western 

Europe. The Europeans have a 50 per-

cent higher price support on beets or 

on sugar than we do. So what hap-

pened? The World Bank went in there, 

Romania needed money, and they said, 

we will give you the money if you get 

rid of your agriculture subsidies. They 

did. Romania had 12,000 sugar beet 

farmers. Today they have zero. They 

had 36 plants; today they have 11. The 

Europeans own those plants and the 

Europeans ship every bit of sugar into 

Romania to be processed in those 

plants, and nothing is being produced 

in Romania. 
That is what is going to happen in 

the United States if we pass this 

amendment and we get rid of the sugar 

program. Do not kid yourselves. This is 

not a level playing field, this is not a 

fair deal, and we will turn this industry 

over to other countries and put our 

people out of business. It makes zero 

sense. Defeat this amendment. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, before I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio, let me make a couple of 

comments, and I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
The sugar program is not being 

eliminated. Under the Miller-Miller 

amendment, the sugar program will be 

here 10 years from today just like it is 
now. All we are talking about doing is 
lowering the price from 18 cents to 17 
cents; one penny, 6 percent change. The 
world price, as of October 2, if we look 
in the Wall Street Journal or any of 
the financial pages, is 61⁄2 cents. Now, I 
agree; that probably is a dump price, 
and I would not want that price in the 
United States. But we are only talking 
about 18 cents down to 17 cents. 

We do have requirements and other 
laws on the books, and I fully support 
them, to keep subsidized products from 
coming into the United States. France 
subsidizes their sugar production. And 
we should not allow France to sell 
sugar to the United States, and they do 
not. So if there is a company that sub-
sidizes it, we keep them out. 

One of the largest sugar producers in 
the world is Australia. They have a 
free market on sugar. They sell it 
around the world for 6.5 cents. Of 
course, when they sell it to the United 
States, we pay them 18 cents. That is 
even the dumber part of the program. 

So the fact is there is a dump price 
that I agree is like 6.5 cents, but all we 
are talking about is going to 17 cents. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. American 
consumers essentially are being ripped 
off and the time has come for Congress 
to finally do something about it. 

The sugar program guarantees do-
mestic cane sugar and beet sugar pro-
ducers a minimum price for sugar 
which, at times, during the past year 
was about three times the world mar-
ket price. The sugar program supports 
domestic sugar prices by offering loans 
to sugar producers at a rate established 
by law, 18 cents per pound for raw cane 
sugar, 22.9 cents per pound for refined 
beet sugar, with sugar serving as col-
lateral for these loans. The sugar pro-
gram keeps the price of sugar artifi-
cially inflated and above the world 
market price. 

In 1998, the General Accounting Of-
fice found that the Federal sugar pro-
gram cost American consumers more 

than $1.9 billion, almost $2 billion, up 

from $500 million from the $1.4 billion 

inflated cost cited in a similar 1993 

GAO study. 
It is time for Congress to eliminate 

this particularly egregious form of cor-

porate welfare for the sugar-producing 

industry. American consumers essen-

tially get hit twice. Their hard-earned 

tax dollars are being used to fund a 

wasteful program, which, in turn, re-

sults in artificially higher prices of 

sugar and sugar products on the gro-

cery self. Any way we look at it, it is 

bad business. Their tax dollars are 

being wasted, and then they are paying 

higher prices at the grocers, so they 

get hit twice. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the 

amendment.
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 

North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY).
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding me 

time.
Instead of the Buy America Act, you 

could call this the Buy Anything But 

America Act subjecting us to dumped 

sugar. Instead of Correct the Trade 

Balance Act, you could say Compound 

the Trade Balance Act. That is what 

Miller-Miller is all about. It takes the 

one commodity where we actually con-

sume more than we grow and wants to 

throw it open to world-dumped sugar 

shorting our markets. 
Instead of a stimulus package, you 

could call this amendment the reces-

sion package, because it would surely 

bring recession to those areas pro-

ducing sugar. That is 420,000 U.S. jobs, 

contributing $26.2 billion in the econ-

omy.
They call it a consumer bill; actu-

ally, it is a candy bar manufacturing 

bill. We have seen a 30 percent drop in 

the price for refined beet sugar. Have 

you seen cheaper candy bars? Abso-

lutely not. This is about candy bar 

manufacturer profit line, not about a 

deal for consumers. 
We have a program that works. We 

have a program that has available 

sugar at below the price available in 

the developed countries. We have price 

stability for this essential component 

for groceries. We need to keep the 

sugar program and defeat the Miller- 

Miller amendment. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. FOLEY).
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 

say, a penny for your thoughts. It 

seems like this program, this one com-

modity is always singled out on this 

House floor as some egregious program. 
Now, if we tied the Miller-Miller 

amendment to the price of candy and 

forced them to reduce their prices for 

every penny we reduce the sugar prod-

uct, then maybe I would understand 

there is a rationale behind this argu-

ment.
Now, I associate myself with the 

words of the gentleman from Florida 

(Mr. HASTINGS), my good friend, who 

talks about families in his district. 

Now, some use this program and attack 

certain families that may be successful 

and they hold them up as examples of 

corporate waste. Well, folks, we can 

use that in almost anything we do on 

this House floor: single out one indi-

vidual and say that is the bad actor or 

the bad apple. We ignore the fact that 

there are thousands of people in my 

district.
Now, I know when you hear MARK

FOLEY’S name, you think of Palm 

Beach and Worth Avenue. But let me 

take you to Belle Glade, Clewiston, 

Pahokee, Canal Point, where people get 

up every morning and go to the farms 

and work hard 5, 6 in the morning to 

harvest a crop that is difficult and is 

burdensome, but they bring it to mar-

ket. Then all of a sudden they turn on 

their TV set to the government that 

they pay taxes for and to and hear peo-

ple demeaning their way of life, their 

product that they produce, and act like 

somehow, we have some communistic 

cartel operating under the auspices of 

the Federal Government. 
Now, I take exception. I invite you to 

come to my communities; and I invite 

you to meet the farmers, those indi-

vidual farmers who farm 100 acres, 50 

acres, 20 acres, to try to make a living 

for themselves and their families. 
Please defeat this amendment and let 

us get this over with. We have done 

this for 7 years, and 7 years we have 

beaten them back. Help us do it again. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 

California (Mr. FARR).
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentleman for yield-

ing me time. 
Look, this is our annual fight. We are 

all used to it. It is a fight between spe-

cial interests, on one side the candy 

manufacturers, and on the other side 

the farmers of America and the coun-

tries that we support in other parts of 

the world. I think when one has a 

choice, go with the farmers. They are 

the ones that are farming the land and 

harvesting the product. In fact, when 

we buy the sugar at our price, we are 

also helping, our neighboring coun-

tries; we are helping the people of El 

Salvador who suffered from Hurricane 

Mitch. We are helping the other Cen-

tral American countries, and our 

friends in the Caribbean, because we 

pay a much better price than the world 

market, and we allow these countries 

then to get a better sugar price and 

pass that on to their workers. We also 

help some African nations by import-

ing their sugar. 
If you vote against this amendment, 

you are not only helping the farmers of 

America, you are helping the foreign 

farmers that our foreign aid programs 

are also trying to help in a much better 

way than just doling out money. 
This is an amendment that we argue 

against every year, and it should be 

continually defeated. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-

nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mark Twain said there are lies, there 

are damn lines, and then there are sta-

tistics. It has been interesting to listen 

to the debate. We have heard a lot of 

statistics, and I am going to share 

some of my own. I am one of the few 

Members that serves on both the Com-

mittee on Agriculture as well as the 

Committee on the Budget. We have 

heard this term ‘‘subsidy’’ thrown 

around so freely here tonight as we 

talk the sugar program. 
I would like to just read from the 

Economic Research Service put out by 

the USDA, their latest report, the Ag-

riculture Outlook, September 2001. 

This is what the sugar program costs in 

1993. We had a net profit to the Federal 

taxpayers of $35 million. In 1994, we had 

a net profit of $24 million. In 1995, the 

taxpayers made $3 million. In 1996, it 

was $63 million; and the next year, it 

was $34 million. The next year, we 

made a profit of $30 million. In 1999, we 

made $51 million. It is true in fiscal 

year 2000 it cost the Federal taxpayers 

$465 million. 
Now, that was not the fault of the 

sugar beet growers or the sugar cane 

growers, it was not the fault of the 

farmers in the United States, it was 

the fault of failed trade policies. 
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It was the fault of the Federal Gov-

ernment of not doing its job of policing 

the system. 
Do not blame the farmers for our 

failures by the bureaucrats here in 

Washington. That is what this amend-

ment is all about. This has been a very 

successful program. We are a net im-

porter of sugar. We need the sugar in-

dustry. We need predictable prices. 

Defeat the Miller-Miller amendment. 

Let us vote for the underlying bill. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE).

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding time 

to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been taking a 

couple of notes here today. We talk 

about the sugar program; but Mr. 

Chairman, we are really talking about 

people, because sugar is people. Yes, 

there are differences that we have with 

one another, but I hardly think it is 

worth anything to characterize each 

other or our positions in such apoca-

lyptic terms. I think it makes more 

sense to try and think: What is it that 

we want to accomplish? 

The proponents say that there are 

trade barriers, but what we are really 

talking about here is whether or not 

we want to benefit from the importa-

tion of slave-driven wages in the rest of 

the world that provides this so-called 

cheap sugar. Why should we apologize, 

whether it is in Florida or whether it is 

in Hawaii, because our workers are the 

best-paid agricultural workers who 

produce the most? 

The way I learned this economics 

that I am always being preached to 

about is that if one works hard and is 

the best producer and is the most effi-

cient, one is supposed to be rewarded, 

not castigated. Yet, that is what this 

would do. 

Let us remember what this par-

ticular amendment is all about. It is 
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not about the program as such, it is to 

lower the price 1 cent. I can tell the 

Members, if they lower the price 1 cent, 

they will drive the producers out of 

business because their margin of profit, 

which the proponents said was only 5 

percent, this is just lowering it 5 per-

cent. So if we lower it 5 percent, we are 

going to drive these folks out of busi-

ness because their margin of profit is 

not anything like the candy manufac-

turers.
If the workers in Illinois or anyplace 

were going to get the benefit of this, I 

could see, okay, let us work on this. 

But they are not. It is just going to be 

for the profit that is being taken. 
So I want to indicate to the Members 

that we do not just have to look to the 

free sugar in the restaurants that is 

out there, but I ask Members to do 

this. In my right hand is a Diet Coke. 

In my left hand is a Coca-Cola Classic. 

Now, I got this from the cloakroom on 

the Democratic side of the aisle; and I 

guarantee Members, if I go to the 

cloakroom on the Republican side of 

the aisle, both of these cans of Coca- 

Cola cost the same amount of money. 

One has the sugar in it and one does 

not have the sugar in it, and they are 

taking the money, the same price for 

both cans of Coca-Cola, and they are 

taking the American public the same 

way.
Mr. Chairman, I return the rest of 

my time and rest my case. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 

consume.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring 

to the attention of the gentleman, no 

sugar is in soft drinks in the United 

States. The price of sugar is so expen-

sive that we use corn syrup. Sugar is 

not used in the products in the United 

States; it was driven away from the 

market.
The more we put up the price of 

sugar, the less uses we will find. We 

will find an alternative. That is the 

reason corn syrup has been used as a 

substitute for soft drinks, so we will 

not find that in soft drinks, sadly, in 

the United States. It is used in the 

other countries in the world where 

they have a free market in sugar. 
We keep referring to candy. That is 

just one of the uses for sugar, and they 

use a lot of it. It is in so many different 

products we use. I have a colleague who 

has a company that produces medicine. 

They have cough drops. Cough drops 

have a lot of sugar in them. This com-

pany manufactures them in England 

because they cannot bring them to the 

United States for production because of 

the cost of sugar, they say. 
My colleagues started to discredit 

the General Accounting Office: ‘‘Why 

are we paying them $400 million to do 

all these studies?’’ In the case of this 

one, that is the $1.9 billion. That is the 

most authoritative source we have. 

They contracted out a lot of this work 

with a professor from the Department 
of Agriculture, one from Iowa State 
University, a professor from the Uni-
versity of Maryland, a former assistant 
professor of economics at USDA, a 
number of other professors from the 
University of Florida, from the Univer-
sity of California, Davis, from North 
Carolina State University. They all 
participated in this study that came up 
with the $1.9 billion number. 

The Department of Agriculture 
would not participate in this, did not 
want to get involved in it, and they 
want to discredit it, which is really 
sad. But of course, we have to remem-
ber, the Department of Agriculture has 
hundreds of people over there trying to 
manage this program, and it is a jobs 
program there. So what we are doing is 
the cost, which is no net cost, even 
though we have to buy and store all 
this sugar, we have hundreds of em-
ployees that have to kind of maintain 
this program and manage the imports 
allowed in this program. 

So yes, it is a $1.9 billion cost to all 
the consumers of America, and con-
sumers are taxpayers. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I know we do not pay 
much attention to Secretaries, former 
Secretaries, newspapers, and all of 
those things; but I just happened to be 
looking. I saw where Jack Block, 1981 
to 1986, Secretary of Agriculture; Clay-
ton Yetter, 1989 to 1991, Secretary of 
Agriculture; Dan Glickman, 1995 to 
2001; the Boston Herald; The Baltimore 
Sun; USA Today; Crain’s Chicago Busi-
ness Newsroom; the Sun Sentinel; The 
Miami Herald; and the current Sec-
retary of Agriculture have all ex-

pressed concern about the subsidies. 
One of the papers suggested that of 

all of the subsidies, the sugar subsidy 

is the worst. As a matter of fact, it 

says, ‘‘Who benefits?’’ That is in USA 

Today. ‘‘A handful of sugar growers 

and processors—and the politicians 

whose campaigns they fund to the tune 

of $1.5 million a year.’’ 
It says, ‘‘The sugar crowd is small 

but generous.’’ 
Then The Baltimore Sun says that 

Domino has lost money for 9 months 

because they paid just about the same 

for raw sugar that they end up selling 

the processed sugar for. Therefore, 

they are not making a profit. 
The Boston Herald said ‘‘It would be 

better to kill this outrageous giveaway 

program. But the Miller-Miller amend-

ment may be the only reform effort on 

the table. It deserves the support of all 

New England representatives.’’ But I 

would go further than that, and I would 

say that it deserves the support of all 

Representatives, because once again, 

when it was in vogue, when it was 

needed, we needed it then. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think we are 

going to discredit any Government em-

ployees. I yield myself 10 seconds to 

quote the career USDA analyst used in 

describing the GAO report: ‘‘. . . naive, 

inconsistent, inadequate, a puzzlement, 

inflammatory, unprofessional, not well 

documented, incomplete, and unreal-

istic.’’
Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 

the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMP-

SON).
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding time 

to me. 
Mr. Chairman, I was just going to 

quote the same language the USDA 

used in describing the GAO report. 
I agree with what my friend said ear-

lier, the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 

OSBORNE), when he said ‘‘I do not un-

derstand why the sugar beet growers in 

Idaho and Nebraska and other States 

ought to be paying for the restoration 

of the Florida Everglades,’’ as much as 

I like the Florida Everglades. 
But let me talk for just a minute if I 

can about Bob’s Candies, because Bob’s 

has been mentioned several time here. 

Bob’s came and testified before our 

committee. They said they had to build 

a plant in Mexico because they could 

get sugar cheaper there than they 

could get it in the United States. They 

could not compete here in the United 

States.
I found that ironic because the retail 

price of sugar in Mexico is more expen-

sive than it is in the United States. So 

I thought, there must be some other 

reason that they are going to Mexico, 

labor costs or something else. 
But then he explained it to me. He 

said that in Mexico, the Mexican gov-

ernment will allow them to buy the 

world dump price of sugar, make the 

candy, and then export it to the United 

States; but they cannot sell that candy 

that is made with dump price sugar in 

Mexico. Do Members not find that 

rather ironic? 
Mr. Chairman, there is not a free 

market out there in sugar. I am unwill-

ing to sacrifice our farmers, our sugar 

producers, on the alter of free enter-

prise when there is no free market in 

sugar. Maybe if we had a free market, 

we could look at competition that real-

ly works. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY).
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

thank the ranking member and the 

chairman one more time for the great 

job they have done on this bill. 
Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing 

about farmers all day on this floor. I 

have heard enough bad information to 

make me want to dip a snuff. 
All day we have been hearing about 

how bad large farmers are. Now we are 

hearing that not only large farmers are 
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bad, but small farmers are bad if they 

produce sugar, and if they produce 

sugar in South Florida, they are abso-

lutely terrible. 
The fact is, American sugar farmers 

are just like every other farmers in 

America. They do a great job. They 

know what they are doing. They are 

the most efficient that there is. 
We cannot support replacing efficient 

American farmers with subsidized for-

eign sugar. The gentleman from Idaho 

that preceded me is absolutely right, 

there is no such thing as a free market 

in sugar. That is an idea that will 

never occur in my lifetime, and very 

likely not in the next 200 years. It is 

the most political commodity that 

there is on the planet. 
The American people get a good deal 

for their sugar program. They pay 20 

percent less for sugar than consumers 

in most other developed countries. In 

terms of minutes of work to buy one 

pound of sugar, our sugar is about the 

most affordable in the entire world. 

The retail price of sugar has risen less 

than two pennies per pound over the 

past 10 years. It would be foolish for us 

to force the production of sugar from 

this country offshore in an effort to 

just do more damage to American agri-

culture.
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. PUTNAM).
Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
Mr. Chairman, this has been farm 

day on the floor of the United States 

Congress, a topic that we do not dis-

cuss enough. 
But in particular, it has been ironic 

that we have had people from different 

regions of this country try to pit one 

commodity against another; that we 

have had people who may have sup-

ported the previous amendment in the 

name of small farms come down here to 

try to put small farms and small farm-

ers out of business. 
There are a lot of small farmers who 

grow sugar in Florida and around the 

country. I know them. I have met 

them. I have walked on their land. I 

have heard their problems. 
For us to trade away their jobs to a 

Third World country that uses labor 

practices that have been banned here 

for a century, chemicals that have been 

banned here for decades, to put on our 

food to ship to our children and our 

public at the expense of our industry 

and our jobs is obscene. 
There has been a lot made of the en-

vironmental impacts. I know an awful 

lot about that. I helped write the Ever-

glades restudy bill in the Florida legis-

lature. The Florida sugar industry has 

reduced their pollutants by 73 percent, 

three times what the law asked them 

to do, and ahead of schedule. Nobody 

else has done that, not the national 

parks, not the tribes, not the water 

management districts, and certainly 

not the City of Miami, the City of Fort 

Lauderdale, Dade County, Broward 

County, and all of the other folks who 

are a part of that larger problem. 
The sugar industry is doing their 

part to be a good citizen, to be good 

stewards of the land. I urge the defeat 

of this amendment. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 

Oregon (Mr. WU).
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Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, the rarest of 

all beasts came to this floor com-

pletely undecided on this bill. I sub-

mitted a bill in the last Congress to 

completely eliminate price supports for 

sugar, but after careful consideration 

about this, well, I think of two kids, 

my son who goes into the store and al-

ways asks for candy. A Mars bar costs 

75 cents in the District of Columbia. It 

costs 50 cents in Oregon. A 5-pound bag 

of sugar costs $2.19 here in the District 

and $2.25 back home in Oregon. I just 

do not think that those savings will be 

passed on to my son. 
I guess I just think of these little 

kids I have seen in Fiji working in 

those cane fields and they are never 

going to have a chance to have a better 

life unless we have a viable sugar in-

dustry here in America. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 

Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I support 

the amendment, but I am struck by 

this extraordinary doctrine we have of 

the exceptionalism of agriculture, be-

cause Members who are ardent sup-

porters of free enterprise and keeping 

our markets free and keeping the gov-

ernment out of the markets, and not 

subsidizing and not regulating appar-

ently, have read all of those economics 

books better than I, and they have 

found the secret footnote that says 

none of this applies to agriculture. 

Now we have a new element in the 

doctrine of agricultural 

exceptionalism. Member after Member 

has gotten up and said we must protect 

American workers from the unfair and 

degrading conditions overseas. Let us 

see how they vote on Fast Track, Mr. 

Chairman.

We are about to get legislation that 

will be the grandparent of enabling 

competition of precisely the sort that 

Members have been here denouncing. I 

will be noticing how many Members 

who have invoked the unfairness of 

international competition unregulated 

to justify the sugar program. I will be 

looking to see how many of them will 

find that that was really just an excep-

tion and they will vote to, in fact, to 

subject the whole rest of the American 

economy to precisely what they have 

been deploring. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Lou-

isiana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, if we 

want to look at something, look at how 

often we bemoan the fact that we are 

so dependent upon an oil cartel to sup-

ply 60 percent of the oil that is critical 

to this Nation’s energy supplies. Then I 

want us to think about the fact that 

the international sugar cartel is a lot 

smaller than the international oil car-

tel, much smaller. This amendment 

plays right into their hands. 
This amendment drives further farm-

ers out of business in Louisiana and 

across this country and makes room 

for the foreign cartel to dump its cheap 

sugar into America. 
When do they do it? They do it after 

they have sold all the sugar they can 

sell and they dump what is left, the 

surplus, at below cost rates into this 

country to kill off our farmers. What 

happens as a result? Our farmers are 

gone in Louisiana. My dad drove a cane 

truck. I know them very intimately. I 

know these small farmers and how 

hard they work. They are out of busi-

ness and all of a sudden we are depend-

ent now, not just for oil, but we are de-

pendent for sugar, too, on a cartel out 

there. Would that not be great? 
This amendment by the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. MILLER) is particu-

larly pernicious this year. It not only 

taxes the sugar farmers out of exist-

ence, but then it makes sure they will 

have to forfeit their sugar by taking 

away the program that saves us from 

government forfeitures. What a nasty 

amendment. This thing needs to be de-

feated.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.
Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to 

commend and congratulate the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) and 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 

MILLER) for crafting this amendment. I 

also want to commend the chairman 

and ranking member of the Committee 

on Agriculture for putting together a 

comprehensive package that speaks in 

many ways to the agricultural needs of 

our country. 
But the sugar subsidy, in contrast to 

all of the other farm subsidies, the 

sugar program imposes most of its 

costs on consumers, not taxpayers. The 

sugar program in reality is a food tax, 

because all of the food items that we 

purchase that use sugar, because of the 

inflated cost, it means that we are pay-

ing more. The Miller-Miller amend-

ment does not wipe out the subsidy. It 

simply seeks to reduce it, to put it 

down to a level that does not hurt the 

consumer, does not hurt the workers 

and does not hurt American manufac-

turers.
So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge all of 

us to look carefully and look hard and 

know that when we vote for Miller-Mil-

ler, we are doing the right thing. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Just quickly a few comments. Earlier 
we had comments about the 17 sugar 
growers. I would refer every one of my 
colleagues to the current edition of the 
Forbes Magazine to see the 400 richest 
people in the world and look at how 
many have done very well in the sugar 
industry in the United States. Take a 
look at the CEO salaries of Coalition 
for Sugar Reform. I cannot believe 
some Members have the gall to come 
here and to complain about the sugar 
industry in the United States. 

We have 400,000 jobs on the line. 
There are 400,000 producers. If this 
amendment passes, they will go out of 
business in the United States because 
we cannot lower the prices anymore to 
producers in the United States and 
stay in business. That is the given fact 
of this amendment. 

We talk about the consumer, Amer-
ican consumers have got the best bar-
gain in the world with the exception of 
Canada and Australia. Canada and Aus-
tralia consumers get a better deal at 
the sugar counter than we do. But take 
a look at the advantage that Australia 
and Canada have in the value of the 
dollar. When we talk about the free 
market and the free enterprise system, 
if we are having to compete, whether it 
is in sugar or airplanes or whatever we 
are in, if we have to compete, in this 
case with sugar, and Canada being the 
largest importer of sugar into the 
United States, they have roughly a 50 
percent advantage. That means where 
our growers are getting rounded off 20 
cents, they are not, it is less than that, 
the Canadian sugar grower gets 30 
cents just because the value of the dol-
lar.

We cannot compete with that. Take a 
look at the facts. Wholesale prices of 
sugar have dropped by 30 percent since 
1990 to 2000. Since 1996, a 28 percent 
drop. But has any product that uses 
sugar dropped? The answer is no. The 
price of everything that uses sugar 
goes up. We have been through this ar-
gument every year, every year. We 
seem to have a dedicated agenda on the 
part of some who use agricultural prod-
ucts, that the only way to benefit the 
consumer is to drive our producers out 
of business. I respectfully disagree with 
that.

Take a look at the bill we have. We 
recognize we have a surplus of sugar. 
We recognize the current program has 
not worked and we change it. But we 
do not change it in a manner in which 
we destroy the producers in the United 
States. We manage to continue to be 
able to have, well, not a level playing 
field, but at least give them a chance. 
If the Miller-Miller amendment passes, 
producers in America will have no 
chance. Vote against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MILLER) has 51⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 

consume.
The Miller-Miller amendment is just 

a modest change in the sugar program. 

We are not trying to eliminate it like 

we debated back in 1996, and that is 

really what I wish we would eliminate, 

but we are only talking about a one- 

penny change, dropping the price by 

about 5 percent. 
Now, I have my colleagues talk 

about, oh, the consumers do not ever 

gain from this, and I keep referring to 

this GAO report. Let us also look at all 

the organizations that support the Mil-

ler-Miller amendment. 
What consumer agreement supports 

the sugar program? None. The Con-

sumer Federation of America supports 

the amendment. The Consumers for 

World Trade support the Miller-Miller 

amendment, and Consumers Union sup-

ports the Miller-Miller amendment. 

They support it because the consumers 

are the one that get the bad deal off 

the sugar program. 
Let me also talk about some of the 

other organizations, and many of them 

are going to be rating this vote, that 

is, scoring it and saying how important 

the vote is to them. For business 

groups, we have a lot of the users of it 

and good government groups. We have 

Citizens Against Government Waste, 

National Taxpayers Union, Americans 

for Tax Reform, Citizens for a Sound 

Economy, Taxpayers for Common 

Sense.
Environmental, people say, oh, it 

really does not hurt the environment. 

Why do National Audubon Society, Si-

erra Club, The League of Conservation 

Voters, Everglades Trust, Friends of 

the Earth, World Wildlife Fund all sup-

port this amendment? 
As I said earlier, three former Secre-

taries of Agriculture, one Democrat, a 

former colleague of ours, Dan Glick-

man under President Clinton, again, 

Secretary Clayton Yuetter under Presi-

dent Bush, and Secretary Jack Block 

under President Ronald Reagan, all 

signed a letter concluding, and let me 

read a couple of quotes of it. Whatever 

its merits in the past, the sugar pro-

gram in its present form no longer 

serves its intended public policy goal. 

It should be reformed. 
They go on, there appears to be no 

reasonable way to sustain the present 

sugar program. Defending this import 

restrictive program is increasing the 

untenable for our trade negotiators. 

This conflict harms the interest of 

other farmers, ranchers and processes. 

Reform of the sugar program is long 

overdue, and they encourage the sup-

port for the changes outlined in this 

amendment.
This is a simple, common sense, rea-

sonable and modest amendment. We 

have not had a full debate on this issue 

since 1996. We were promised things in 

1996 like, oh, it will not cost us any-

thing, and then last year we bought the 

$465 million worth of sugar. Are we 

supposed to believe it is not going to 

cost us again when in the year 2000, we 

bought $465 million worth of sugar and 

we are a million and a half dollars a 

month just to store sugar we do not 

even know what to do with? So come 

on, it is going to cost us because it cost 

us last year. 
We are overproducing sugar, and we 

need to bring some reasonable common 

sense to this. So I encourage my col-

leagues to support the Miller-Miller 

amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-

mainder of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT) has 45 

seconds remaining. 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
The proponents of the M and M 

amendment, when they talk about 

sending jobs to Mexico, have the right 

string but they have the wrong yo-yo. 

It is not the sugar program that is 

causing the job loss to Mexico. This is 

what is causing those losses. 
American wages are 25 times higher 

here than they are in Mexico. Amer-

ican energy costs are five times higher 

than they are in Mexico. American tax 

burden is at least seven times higher. 

American protection for workers and 

the environment, water and air quality 

is much higher than it is in Mexico. 

Those are the reasons that we are los-

ing jobs to Mexico, not the sugar pro-

gram.
Defeat the M and M amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-

mainder of my time. 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am one of a 

few Republicans in Congress who represent 
an urban area, yet when it came time to end 
the broken system of social welfare, I voted 
for it and I’m proud to say that welfare reform 
has been a tremendous success in my district 
and across the nation. 

We did the heavy lifting in 1996. Now it’s 
time we got the rich farmers off welfare. There 
aren’t a whole lot of farmers who are much 
better off than the sugar producers who’ve 
made a living—no, a killing!—off of govern-
ment subsidies and production controls. 

I think Karl Marx, even on a sugar high, 
couldn’t have come up with anything as mar-
ket-distorting and anti-competitive as the sugar 
program in this Farm bill. This legislation rolls 
back the modest reforms of 1996 by reimpos-
ing federal limits on how much sugar can be 
grown and sold in the United States. I can’t 
think of a single other crops where we do this. 

To truly appreciate this government hand- 
out, consider that last year the federal govern-
ment spent nearly half a billion dollars to buy 
one million tons of surplus sugar. The govern-
ment continues to spend $1.4 million a month 
to store it and the Department of Agriculture 
estimates the program will cost taxpayers at 
least $1.6 billion over the 10-year life of the 
Farm Bill. 

This sugar program is one of the sweetest 
deals in America—but only if you’re one of the 
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lucky few. You don’t hear much about the 
family farm during debate on this amendment, 
because the largest 1 percent of sugar grow-
ers claim 40 percent of the program’s benefits. 

But if my colleagues don’t care about tax-
payers’ dollars or family farms, perhaps they’ll 
care about our environment. The govern-
ment’s subsidies of the sugar industry are ex-
tremely harmful to the Florida Everglades. I 
hope everyone recognizes the irony here. 
Even as we spend billions of dollars on repair-
ing the Everglades, we’re spending billions 
more to subsidize a sugar industry that is re-
sponsible for so much of the damage to this 
area. 

Mr. Chairman, if we can’t repeal it, let’s at 
least restore some sanity to one of the gov-
ernment’s worst programs. This is a very mod-
est amendment and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the Miller/Miller 
Amendment. 

The Miller/Miller Amendment is an attempt 
to destroy what remains of sugar production in 
the state of Texas and throughout the nation. 
In order to understand the damage that the 
Miller/Miller Amendment may cause, it is im-
portant to understand the purpose of the U.S. 
Sugar policy. 

First, Mr. Speaker, our U.S. Sugar policy 
ensures that foreign predatory trade prac-
tices—such as export subsidies, marketing 
monopolies and cartels, high internal supports, 
and high import barriers—do not drive efficient 
American sugar farmers out of business and 
threaten the reliability and stability to American 
consumers. 

Also, U.S. sugar policy ensures that jobs in 
rural America are not sent over seas, and that 
American consumers are not held captive by 
unreliable foreign suppliers of subsidized 
sugar. 

Governments of all foreign sugar-producing 
countries intervene in their production, con-
sumption and or trade of sugar, which makes 
sugar one of the most heavily subsidized and 
distorted markets in the world. 

The Miller/Miller Amendment is an attempt 
to give our foreign competitors an advantage 
that they have not deserved. We should leave 
our current sugar policy intact until other coun-
tries make substantial changes in the sub-
sidies that they provide to their sugar pro-
ducers. The U.S. sugar policy saves jobs and 
keeps Americans working—in this economy 
we should do no less. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the amend-
ment. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support today of the Miller-Miller 
amendment to reform the sugar subsidy pro-
gram. I want to commend both gentlemen for 
their tireless efforts to reform this program, 
which has been a raw deal for the American 
taxpayer. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment does not 
eliminate the sugar subsidy program, which I 
admit I would wholeheartedly support. It does, 
however, take the modest step of providing 
some reforms to the existing program in an at-
tempt to eliminate the waste and abuse asso-
ciated with it. Further, this amendment would 
prevent any new sugar bailout programs from 
being created. 

Last year, the government spent $465 mil-
lion to buy a million tons of sugar, and then 
spent an additional $1.4 million a month to 
store it. That is money that could well have 
been spent on our nation’s critical needs, such 
as providing education to children with disabil-
ities or medical care to our veterans, or to de-
velop next-generation weapons needed by our 
men and women in uniform. 

Instead, as a result of the current sugar 
subsidy program, we provided a sweet deal 
for a small number of sugar growers. The ex-
isting program pays out 40 percent of Federal 
subsidies to a select 1 percent of the nation’s 
sugar growers. 

Miami Herald columnist Carl Hiaasen ably 
and concisely summarized the current sugar 
subsidy program in his August 29, 2001 col-
umn. ‘‘Sure, it’s corporate welfare,’’ he said. 
‘‘Sure, it’s freeloading. Sure it jacks up con-
sumer prices.’’ And, surely, I’d add, it’s time to 
stop taxpayers from getting a raw deal, and fix 
this broken program. 

I strongly support the Miller-Miller amend-
ment, and encourage my colleagues to do the 
same. The farm bill is a sweet deal for most 
of our farmers; let’s at least put an end to this 
expensive, unnecessary bailout program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER).

The question was taken; and the 

Chairman announced that the noes ap-

peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 239, 

not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 367] 

AYES—177

Allen

Andrews

Armey

Baldwin

Barr

Barrett

Bartlett

Bass

Berkley

Berman

Biggert

Bilirakis

Blagojevich

Blumenauer

Boehlert

Bono

Borski

Boucher

Brown (OH) 

Brown (SC) 

Cantor

Capito

Capps

Castle

Chabot

Clay

Clement

Collins

Conyers

Cox

Coyne

Crane

Culberson

Davis (CA) 

Davis (IL) 

Davis, Jo Ann 

Davis, Tom 

DeGette

DeLauro

DeLay

DeMint

Deutsch

Doggett

Dooley

Doyle

Dreier

Duncan

Dunn

Edwards

Ehlers

Ehrlich

English

Eshoo

Ferguson

Flake

Fossella

Frank

Frelinghuysen

Gallegly

Gekas

Goodlatte

Gordon

Goss

Green (WI) 

Greenwood

Gutierrez

Hall (OH) 

Hart

Hayworth

Hefley

Hilleary

Hinchey

Hobson

Hoeffel

Hoekstra

Holt

Horn

Hostettler

Hyde

Isakson

Issa

Jackson (IL) 

Johnson (CT) 

Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski

Keller

Kelly

Kerns

Kind (WI) 

King (NY) 

Kingston

Kirk

Kolbe

Langevin

Lantos

Largent

Larson (CT) 

LaTourette

Linder

Lipinski

LoBiondo

Lowey

Maloney (CT) 

Maloney (NY) 

Manzullo

Markey

Matheson

McCarthy (MO) 

McCarthy (NY) 

McHugh

McInnis

McKinney

McNulty

Meehan

Meeks (NY) 

Miller (FL) 

Miller, George 

Moore

Moran (VA) 

Morella

Myrick

Nadler

Ney

Northup

Owens

Pallone

Pascrell

Paul

Pence

Peterson (PA) 

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Portman

Pryce (OH) 

Quinn

Ramstad

Regula

Reynolds

Rohrabacher

Roukema

Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI) 

Sawyer

Saxton

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schrock

Scott

Sensenbrenner

Shadegg

Shaw

Shays

Sherman

Sherwood

Shuster

Simmons

Slaughter

Smith (NJ) 

Snyder

Souder

Sununu

Tancredo

Tauscher

Thomas

Tiberi

Tierney

Toomey

Upton

Velázquez

Wamp

Waxman

Weiner

Weldon (PA) 

Wolf

Young (FL) 

NOES—239

Abercrombie

Ackerman

Aderholt

Akin

Baca

Bachus

Baird

Baker

Baldacci

Ballenger

Barcia

Barton

Becerra

Bentsen

Bereuter

Berry

Bishop

Blunt

Boehner

Bonilla

Bonior

Boswell

Boyd

Brady (PA) 

Brady (TX) 

Brown (FL) 

Bryant

Burr

Buyer

Calvert

Camp

Cannon

Capuano

Cardin

Carson (IN) 

Carson (OK) 

Chambliss

Clayton

Clyburn

Coble

Combest

Condit

Cooksey

Costello

Cramer

Crenshaw

Crowley

Cubin

Cummings

Cunningham

Davis (FL) 

Deal

DeFazio

Delahunt

Diaz-Balart

Dingell

Doolittle

Emerson

Engel

Etheridge

Evans

Everett

Farr

Fattah

Filner

Fletcher

Foley

Forbes

Ford

Frost

Ganske

Gephardt

Gilchrest

Gillmor

Gilman

Gonzalez

Goode

Graham

Granger

Graves

Green (TX) 

Grucci

Gutknecht

Hall (TX) 

Harman

Hastings (FL) 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayes

Herger

Hill

Hilliard

Hinojosa

Holden

Honda

Hooley

Hoyer

Hulshof

Hunter

Inslee

Israel

Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson

Jenkins

John

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, E. B. 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones (NC) 

Kaptur

Kennedy (MN) 

Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee

Kilpatrick

Kleczka

Knollenberg

Kucinich

LaHood

Lampson

Larsen (WA) 

Latham

Leach

Lee

Levin

Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (GA) 

Lewis (KY) 

Lofgren

Lucas (KY) 

Lucas (OK) 

Luther

Mascara

Matsui

McCollum

McCrery

McDermott

McGovern

McIntyre

McKeon

Meek (FL) 

Menendez

Mica

Miller, Gary 

Mink

Moran (KS) 

Napolitano

Neal

Nethercutt

Norwood

Nussle

Oberstar

Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Pastor

Payne

Pelosi

Peterson (MN) 

Phelps

Pickering

Pombo

Pomeroy

Price (NC) 

Putnam

Radanovich

Rahall

Rangel

Rehberg

Reyes

Riley

Rivers

Rodriguez

Roemer

Rogers (KY) 

Rogers (MI) 

Ros-Lehtinen

Ross

Rothman

Roybal-Allard

Ryun (KS) 

Sabo

Sanchez

Sanders

Sandlin

Schaffer

Sessions

Shimkus

Shows

Simpson

Skeen

Skelton

Smith (MI) 

Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 

Solis

Spratt

Stark

Stearns

Stenholm

Strickland

Stump

Stupak

Sweeney

Tanner

Tauzin

Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 

Terry

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Thornberry

Thune

Thurman

Tiahrt

Towns
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Traficant

Turner

Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 

Vitter

Walden

Walsh

Waters

Watkins (OK) 

Watson (CA) 

Watt (NC) 

Watts (OK) 

Weldon (FL) 

Weller

Whitfield

Wicker

Wilson

Woolsey

Wu

Wynn

Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Burton

Callahan

Dicks

Gibbons

Hansen

Houghton

Istook

LaFalce

Millender-

McDonald

Mollohan

Murtha

Serrano

Visclosky

Wexler

b 1935

Messrs. HUNTER, MCDERMOTT,

HAYES, FATTAH, and KUCINICH 

changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 
Ms. HART, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 

HEFLEY, and Mr. MOORE changed 

their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

367, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, on rollcall No. 367, I was detained in a 
traffic accident. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Com-

mittee will rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GUT-

KNECHT) assumed the chair. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 

SENATE

A further message from the Senate 

by Mr. Monahan, one of its clerks, an-

nounced that the Senate has passed 

without amendment a joint resolution 

of the House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 42. Joint Resolution memori-

alizing fallen firefighters by lowering the 

American flag to half-staff in honor of the 

National Fallen Firefighters Memorial Serv-

ice in Emmitsburg, Maryland. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

FARM SECURITY ACT OF 2001 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, in consultation be-

tween the two sides, I would like to tell 

Members what we are attempting to do 

in resolution of the bill that is before 

the House at this time. 
There is a unanimous consent that is 

being drafted, and at some point when 

it is completely drafted and cleared on 

both sides, we would propose the unani-

mous consent in the full House. Basi-

cally this is what we would like to do 

this evening, if we can. 
The next series of votes will occur 

around 10 p.m., and those will be the 

final votes of the evening. It is our in-

tent to continue to try to complete the 

bill tonight, and any votes that would 

be remaining would be voted on in the 

morning when the House reconvenes. 

Under the agreement, there are a 

number of amendments that we think 

we will have realistic time agreements 

on, and we can deal with those amend-

ments in fairly short order. The gen-

tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)

has an amendment, and he has gra-

ciously agreed to cut back the time 

and put a 45-minute limit on it and 

vote that amendment tonight. 
In addition, the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. OBEY) has an amendment 

to the Sanders amendment, and he has 

requested 10 minutes on the Obey 

amendment to the Sanders amend-

ment. That would be included in the 

unanimous consent agreement. The an-

ticipation is that the vote on the Sand-

ers amendment would lead us to 10 p.m. 

We would have a series of votes at that 

time, including that amendment. And 

from that time, Members would be free 

from voting this evening; and we would 

continue with debate. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, there 

is also a Vitter amendment, but we can 

include that in our time. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, we 

have consulted on both sides. We will 

continue beyond 10:00 with the inten-

tion of completing the bill tonight and 

having the final votes in the morning. 
Mr. Chairman, we will proceed with 

debate as we refine the unanimous con-

sent agreement. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALSH

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 63 offered by Mr. WALSH:
At the end of chapter 1 of subtitle C of title 

I (page 75, after line 17), insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. 147. STUDY OF NATIONAL DAIRY POLICY. 
(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—Not later than April 

30, 2002, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 

submit to Congress a comprehensive eco-

nomic evaluation of the potential direct and 

indirect effects of the various elements of 

the national dairy policy, including an exam-

ination of the effect of the national dairy 

policy on— 

(1) farm price stability, farm profitability 

and viability, and local rural economies in 

the United States; 

(2) child, senior, and low-income nutrition 

programs, including impacts on schools and 

institutions participating in the programs, 

on program recipients, and other factors; and 

(3) the wholesale and retail cost of fluid 

milk, dairy farms, and milk utilization. 
(b) NATIONAL DAIRY POLICY DEFINED.—In

this section, the term ‘‘national dairy pol-

icy’’ means the dairy policy of the United 

States as evidenced by the following policies 

and programs: 

(1) Federal Milk Marketing Orders. 

(2) Interstate dairy compacts (including 

proposed compacts described in H.R. 1827 and 

S. 1157, as introduced in the 107th Congress). 

(3) Over-order premiums and State pricing 

programs.

(4) Direct payments to milk producers. 

(5) Federal milk price support program. 

(6) Export programs regarding milk and 

dairy products, such as the Dairy Export In-

centive Program. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
reserves a point of order. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is very simple. It requires 
the Secretary of Agriculture to study 
the direct and indirect impacts of the 
various elements of our Nation’s dairy 
policy, including an examination of its 
effects on farm price stability, farm 
profitability and viability, and local 
rural economics. 

Earlier the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHERWOOD) offered an 
amendment that would have allowed 
States to join together in regional- 
based State cooperations to develop a 
promising solution to the continuing 
dairy crisis, all at no cost to the gov-
ernment.

Considering the level of interest and 
support for developing policy that pro-
tects both farmers and consumers, I be-
lieve it is useful to study the many ex-
isting and proposed dairy policies. The 
result of my amendment would be a 
comprehensive economic evaluation of 
programs such as the Federal milk 
market orders, Federal milk price sup-
ports, export programs and over-order 
premiums and pricing programs. The 
study would also require an examina-
tion of the dairy compacts, similar to 
those included in the amendment of-
fered today by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

I strongly believe that the action of 
25 States, and a sound, proven record, 
is enough for this Congress to base and 
set policy on, but there are still Mem-
bers who need more evidence. There-
fore, I am confident that a study will 
help this body recognize the value of 
regionally based solutions to the con-
tinuing national dairy crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the 
amendment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, as we 
have seen in recent weeks, there cer-
tainly is an effort to develop a national 
policy, and it has been somewhat elu-
sive. I understand the gentleman’s con-
cerns. We appreciate the gentleman of-
fering this amendment, and I would be 
happy to accept the gentleman’s 
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin withdraws 
his point of order. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 

York (Mr. WALSH).
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The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MS. HOOLEY OF

OREGON

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 30 offered by Ms. 

HOOLEY of Oregon: 
In section 925 (page lll, beginning line 

lll), insert ‘‘(other than organically 

grown caneberries)’’ after ‘‘caneberries’’ each 

place it appears. 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-

man, under existing regulations, the 

Federal Government recognizes or-

ganic agricultural products as different 

from those grown conventionally. This 

distinction should be respected when 

considering the institution of a mar-

keting order for caneberries. 
Produce that is organically grown is 

strictly segregated from produce that 

is conventionally grown and is labeled 

as a distinctly separate product in the 

marketplace. Often there are entirely 

different venues where organic goods 

are made available to the consumer. 

Oversupply problems do not plague or-

ganic growers. Growers have cultivated 

niche markets that are different from 

markets for conventional grown 

caneberries.
A Federal market order system that 

does not allow an exemption for or-

ganic caneberries would place and un-

necessary and unwelcome impediment 

on a small but healthy sector of Amer-

ican commerce. 
It is my understanding after talking 

with the chairman that my amendment 

would be setting a precedent, and an 

exemption could be achieved through 

the rules process within the AMS. I re-

spect the chairman’s concerns and, 

therefore, I withdraw my amendment. 
However, I ask for his and the com-

mittee’s commitment in addressing or-

ganic growers concerns in relation to 

the new Federal marketing order. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. I yield to the 

gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentlewoman for bringing 

this important matter to our atten-

tion. I am certainly willing and pre-

pared to work with her and the Agri-

culture Marketing Service to make 

sure the concerns of organic caneberry 

growers are addressed in regards to any 

new Federal marketing order for 

caneberry growers. I appreciate the 

gentlewoman not offering her amend-

ment. I would be happy to work with 

her.
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. I thank the 

chairman for his leadership and his 

commitment to our farmers and rural 

communities.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-

out objection, the amendment is with-

drawn.
There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 51 offered by Mr. SMITH of

Michigan:
In section 181, strike subsection (e) (page 

128, line 23, through page 129, line 9), and in-

sert the following new subsection: 
(e) ADJUSTMENT AUTHORITY RELATED TO

URUGUAY ROUND COMPLIANCE.—If the Sec-

retary determines that expenditures under 

subtitles A, B, and C that are subject to the 

total allowable domestic support levels 

under the Uruguay Round Agreements (as 

defined in section 2(7) of the Uruguay Round 

Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(7))), as in ef-

fect on the date of the enactment of this Act, 

will exceed such allowable levels for any ap-

plicable reporting period, the Secretary may 

make adjustments in the amount of such ex-

penditures during that period to ensure that 

such expenditures do not exceed, but in no 

case are less than, such allowable levels. To 

the maximum extent practicable, the Sec-

retary shall achieve the required adjust-

ments by reducing the amount of marketing 

loan gains and loan deficiency payments ob-

tained by persons whose marketing loan 

gains, loan deficiency payments and any cer-

tificates would otherwise exceed a total of 

$150,000 for a crop year. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, this relates to the amendment 

that I had yesterday in terms of giving 

a greater advantage to the average, the 

medium-sized farmer, giving a lesser 

advantage to the very large farms in 

the country. This amendment relates 

to a WTO decision that might come, 

saying that the United States is going 

to have to reduce its subsidies for agri-

cultural production. In the event that 

WTO makes that decision, the existing 

language in the bill has provisions 

where there would be an across-the- 

board reduction. My amendment says 

that the first reductions would come 

from those farmers receiving more 

than $150,000 in price support benefit 

payments.
The provisions of the amendment 

yesterday was scored to save the gov-

ernment $1.31 billion if we had a real 

limitation of $150,000 on the particular 

payments that go out to farmers for 

price supports. 
I think as we proceed with this bill, 

as we move ahead to where we are 

going with agricultural policy in the 

future, somehow we need a policy that 

is going to help the farmers that need 

the help the most. I think it is uncon-

scionable that we continue to give mil-

lion-dollar awards. There are 152 farm-

ers in the United States that received 

over $1 million in benefits. I think we 

need to continue to look at policies 

that are, number one, going to be mar-

ket-oriented, number two, not to en-

courage increased production, and, 
number three, be fair to most all the 
farmers in the United States. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason that I am 
opposed to this amendment is, I do not 
know how it would work. Let me 
quickly explain, if I might, what I per-
ceive as the unworkability of the 
amendment.

As the gentleman from Michigan 
mentioned, we have in the bill a circuit 
breaker in which if, in fact, we do 
bump the limit under the amber box, 
under negotiated agreements of the 
amount that can be expended that fall 
into that box, there is a trigger mecha-
nism by which it would allow the Sec-
retary to make adjustments across the 
board in order to comply with that. 
None of us want to exceed the limit. 
We have talked about that all through-
out the 2 years of discussion on this 
farm bill. The problem with this 
amendment, however, is that that deci-
sion and that determination of when 
we hit the limit, it will be after the 
fact. It will be after the people have re-
ceived their money. It will be after the 
crop happened to be already in the 
loan, and you take the action from 
that point forward. You cannot take it 
back to the people that have already 
received the money. And so the action 
of any trigger mechanism would be to 
respond to the overage from that point 
on.

Again, the problem is that that 
money will have already been ex-
pended, it will already be in the hands. 
It may be 1, 2, 3 years after the money 
has been expended before there is a rec-
ognition of the fact that we have 
bumped the limit under the amber box. 

In terms of would you, could you take 

it out of those people’s amounts of 

money in the future, they may not be 

eligible to receive any money in the fu-

ture. And so, therefore, it would all be 

prospective.
I just do not think this would be a 

workable amendment and, as I indi-

cated, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-

tion.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. Hopefully we 

are not going to bump up against this 

limit, because it is going to be very 

complicated however we do it, if we 

bump against a WTO provision that 

says we have got to pay back and 

somehow reduce the subsidies that 

have already gone out. So hopefully 

that is not going to occur in the way 

we finally draft the bill. 
Mr. COMBEST. One would hope not 

as well, but the gentleman made the 

point himself in trying to retrace the 

money that has already been paid out. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. You are 

going to have to do that, anyway. 
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Mr. COMBEST. No, you would not 

have to do that, anyway. I did not yield 

to the gentleman, but I did hear him 

say that you would have to do that, 

anyway. You would make the adjust-

ments into the future if, in fact, you 

bumped the limit. That is what the 

trigger mechanism is. 
I again oppose the amendment. I 

think it is totally unworkable. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment, also. My analysis of 

this is if this provision were imposed, 

it would result in the forfeiture to CCC 

of commodities placed under loan when 

a person reaches the $150,000 limit. CCC 

would subsequently sell these commod-

ities to minimize carrying costs and to 

move them to the market as quickly as 

possible. CCC is expected to incur ex-

penditures equal to the LDP and MLG 

cost. Consequently, no savings are ex-

pected.
Therefore, I join with the chairman 

in his opposition and his explanation as 

well as this point that I believe is rel-

evant.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

SMITH).
The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 31 offered by Mr. INSLEE:
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new title: 

TITLE X—ADDITIONAL MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS

SEC. 1001. RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCES. 
(a) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES

PROGRAM.—Section 1240 of the Food Security 

Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa), as amended by 

section 231 of this Act, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (4); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) assistance to farmers and ranchers for 

the assessment and development of their on- 

farm renewable resources, including biomass 

for the production of power and fuels, wind, 

and solar.’’. 
(b) COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDU-

CATION, AND EXTENSION SERVICE.—The Sec-

retary of Agriculture, through the Coopera-

tive State Research, Education, and Exten-

sion Service and, to the extent practicable, 

in collaboration with the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service, regional biomass pro-

grams under the Department of Energy, and 

other appropriate entities, may provide edu-

cation and technical assistance to farmers 

and ranchers for the development and mar-

keting of renewable energy resources, in-

cluding biomass for the production of power 

and fuels, wind, solar, and geothermal. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, this rel-

atively simple amendment will allow 

farmers to receive assessment and 

technical assistance from the Depart-

ment of Agriculture in assessing and 

developing renewable energy resources 

on their farms. We have learned that 

farmers have tremendous potential in 

developing their wind resources. In our 

State, we have seen some tremendous 

development of wind turbine energy on 

agricultural lands. Biomass is a great 

potential as well as solar. We think 

that this is an appropriate use of flexi-

ble dollars for farmers to ask for assist-

ance to develop these new techno-

logical resources in a very environ-

mentally friendly way. We appreciate 

the committee’s cooperation in assess-

ing this potential. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. INSLEE. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, we 

have looked at this. We do, as the gen-

tleman knows through the discussion, 

have some concerns. It may take some 

adjustment throughout. The com-

mittee would be happy to work with 

the gentleman on trying to achieve 

that.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Washington 

(Mr. INSLEE).
The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY OF

CALIFORNIA

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 19 offered by Mr. DOOLEY

of California: 
At the end of title VII (page 321, after line 

23), insert the following new subtitle: 

Subtitle F—Funding Sources 
SEC. 793. USE OF PORTION OF FUNDS FOR FIXED, 

DECOUPLED PAYMENTS TO INSTEAD 
FUND ADDITIONAL COMPETITIVE 
RESEARCH EFFORTS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Notwith-

standing section 104, for each of fiscal years 

2002 through 2011, the Secretary of Agri-

culture shall use $100,000,000 of the funds that 

would otherwise be provided to producers in 

the form of fixed, decoupled payments for 

that fiscal year to make an additional de-

posit into the Initiative for Future Agri-

culture and Food Systems account. 
(b) GRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 

2002 through 2011, the Secretary of Agri-

culture shall make grants under section 2(b) 

of the Competitive, Special, and Facilities 

Research Grant Act (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)) to the 

faculty of institutions eligible to receive 

grants under the Act of August 30, 1890 (7 

U.S.C. 321 et seq.), including Tuskegee Uni-

versity, West Virginia State College, 1994 In-

stitutions (as defined in section 532 of the 

Equity in Educational Land-Grant Status 

Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 301 note)), and Hispanic- 

serving institutions (as defined in section 

1404(9) of the National Agricultural Re-

search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103(9)). 

(2) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The total amount 

of grants awarded under paragraph (1) for 

each fiscal year shall be not less than ten 

percent of the total amount deposited into 

the Initiative for Future Agriculture and 

Food Systems account during that fiscal 

year.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment I am offer-
ing today is one which is designed to 
really reflect the priorities of Amer-
ican farmers. I am proud to be a 
fourth-generation farmer in the San 
Joaquin Valley of California. But real-
ly, when I look at the farm policy we 
are advocating today, this bill would 
provide almost $100 billion in direct 
payments to farmers over the next 10 
years. This money, a lot of it, is much 
needed to ensure the financial viability 
of a lot of our farmers. But I also know 
that those farmers that are in the 
fields also understand that we have to 
have a balance, that it is important for 
us to also recognize that some of these 
Federal tax dollars could be put to 
good use by investing in research. 

And so what my bill does, it takes 
one cent of every dollar that we are 
spending on direct payments to farm-
ers and puts it into a competitive re-
search program. That $100 billion, al-
most $100 billion in direct payments 
that we are going to be providing over 
the next 10 years, it takes $1 billion of 
that and sets it into the competitive 
research program through USDA. 
These research dollars that will be-
come available will ensure that we are 
investing in technology and improved 
agricultural practices that will benefit 
all commodities. 

It is unfortunate that that $100 bil-
lion that we are providing in direct 
payments to farmers in this farm bill is 
going almost exclusively to the pro-
ducers of the major field crops, wheth-
er it be wheat, whether it be corn, 
whether it be rice, whether it be cot-
ton. The specialty crop growers, wheth-
er they be grapes and the apple growers 
and the vegetable growers, get very, 

very little. 
What this amendment would do 

would be to ensure that those commod-

ities, along with the major commod-

ities, would get some money in order to 

invest in research programs at our 

leading research and academic institu-

tions throughout this country that 

could be invested in a manner to en-

sure that it would enhance the produc-

tivity of our farmers, that it would en-

hance their profitability, that it would 

enhance their viability. 
I think if you asked the farmers 

throughout the country whether or not 

they were willing to set aside one cent 

out of every dollar they were going to 

receive in subsidies over the next 10 

years, they would say yes. That is what 

this amendment does. It would provide 

$100 million a year annually for com-

petitive research programs for agri-

culture, which unfortunately, has been 

flat over the last 20 years. 
I ask my colleagues to support this 

amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, it is my under-

standing that we had an agreement of 

10 minutes and 10 minutes on this, 10 

minutes in support and 10 minutes in 

opposition.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That 

has yet to be entered as a unanimous 

consent request. 
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that exclusive of my time, that we 

would have 10 minutes in support as 

well as 10 minutes in opposition. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from California? 
There was no objection. 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 

time.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Texas is recognized for 

10 minutes. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 

I want to say, primarily to the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY),

that there is not a more intelligent, 

thoughtful, studious, interested, com-

mitted, caring member of the Com-

mittee on Agriculture about American 

agriculture than the gentleman from 

California. I say that with tremendous 

sincerity and honesty. I have deep re-

spect for him. 

I oppose this amendment, not on the 

substance of the amendment nearly as 

much as I do on the effect of the 

amendment. When I was fortunate 

enough to chair the Research Sub-

committee of the House Committee on 

Agriculture, and I have made state-

ments then and since that time, that I 

think probably research money is some 

of the best money we could spend. We 

increased in committee, in the bill that 

is before the House that this amend-

ment would affect, an increase of $1.16 

billion in funding for the initiative. Is 

it as much as any of us would want? I 

would say no. Is there as much in any 

part of this bill as anyone would want? 

I would say probably not. If there is, I 

have not found them yet. 

But my main objection to this, Mr. 

Chairman, is what I have said, and we 

are going to hear a lot, and that is the 

balance. It was the same reason I ob-

jected to the amendment of the gen-

tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL), is 

that this takes money from part of this 

very delicate balance that we have and 

it does shift it into another area. 

b 2000

I wanted to make certain that every-

one understands that I am not object-

ing to agriculture research or increas-

ing funding for agriculture research; 

but when we had all of these competing 

interests in committee with a finite 

amount of money, I think we did a sig-

nificantly generous increase, and for 

that reason, I would oppose the amend-

ment.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding me 

time.
I, too, must say I have to reluctantly 

oppose the gentleman’s amendment for 

the same reasons that the chairman 

has talked about, because I, too, would 

like to have increased the funding for 

research, just as I sincerely would have 

liked to increase the funding for con-

servation, just like we will have a later 

debate about increasing the funding for 

rural development. But as we live with-

in the budget of $73.5 billion, these de-

cisions were made; and I feel compelled 

to stay with the commitment at this 

point in time and encourage our col-

leagues to oppose the gentleman’s 

amendment.
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs. 

CLAYTON).
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding me 

time.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by my colleague 

and good friend, the gentleman from 

California (Mr. DOOLEY), who has 

drawn attention to an important role 

in agricultural research, ensuring that 

American farmers are indeed prepared 

for the 21st century and on the cutting 

edge of technological advances and in-

novation.
Surely one of the most important 

things Congress can do to support the 

future competitiveness of American 

farmers is indeed supporting agricul-

tural research. Through agricultural 

research we have been able to increase 

yields, improve environment sensi-

tivity, add to significant value, both 

ecological as well as economic, and ad-

vance agriculture outputs for the 

world’s population. 
With the increased pressure from 

emerging nations overseas bearing 

down on American agricultural mar-

kets, continued technological innova-

tion must continue, because we cannot 

compete with those countries from the 

standpoint of human capital. We must 

build upon our research capacity to re-

tain the competitiveness of American 

agriculture.
I would like to bring to the attention 

of the committee one particular com-

ponent of this amendment that is very 

important to the minority institutions, 

those of the 1890s, those of Hispanic- 

serving, as well as the Indian-serving, 

the Native American institutions. All 

of these institutions play a very impor-

tant role on small disadvantaged sus-

tainable agriculture, particularly in 

the minority community. 
By voting for this amendment, we en-

sure the output and the research and 

the involvement of these institutions 

with the other major land grant uni-

versities. This is an opportunity where 

we can bring together all of the land 

grant institutions working together, 

both for sustainable development, as 

well as for the big ideas as well. 

Again, I want to commend my col-

league from California and to say this 

is the right way. I know both the chair-

man and the ranking member regret 

that they cannot be enthusiastically 

supporting this, but I would hope, in-

deed, that Members would understand 

the value of research is so important 

that we really are not taking away 

from farmers, we are adding to it. 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-

tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-

NICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 

of this amendment. I recognize the 

tightness of the budget; but nothing is 

more important than research, and 

most especially research that will yield 

food. There are so many families and so 

many children that go to sleep hungry 

and wake up hungry every day. The one 

way that we can help to solve this 

problem is to do the research so we can 

find better ways to have better yields 

so that the least that we can do is to 

feed the children. 

I know that the Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities and the His-

panic-serving institutions would also 

have an opportunity to join in, who 

know probably this issue and this prob-

lem almost better than anyone else. So 

I rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-

LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 

and was given permission to revise and 

extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 

California for yielding me time. Let me 

applaud the gentleman for his leader-

ship on this very important issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 

farm bill because I believe this is an 

important investment in America’s fu-

ture. Farm security, investment in the 

food chain and recognizing that as we 

look to a new day in securing America, 

we are going to have to look to the in-

vestment in our farmers, small and 

large.

At the same time, I believe the 

Dooley amendment provides the oppor-

tunity to take just a small measure of 

dollars, $100 million, to provide cut-

ting-edge research and technological 

development as the keys to our Na-

tion’s competitiveness in an increas-

ingly global trade market for agricul-

tural products. If we do not invest in 

the cutting-edge technology, we cannot 

be in front of the curve to be able to be 

competitive, to be able to reach the 
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pinnacle, if you will, of the kind of ag-

ricultural development that will make 

us internationally competitive. 
Let me also thank the gentleman 

from California (Mr. DOOLEY) for recog-

nizing that the land grant colleges, his-

torically black colleges and the His-

panic-serving colleges can be very 

much a vital part of this research. May 

I remind everyone of Booker T. Wash-

ington and as well George Washington 

Carver, Booker T. Washington with the 

Tuskegee Institute and as well George 

Washington Carver invested in the un-

derstanding of farming. These institu-

tions are able to provide the cultural 

insight and the rural insight into re-

search, and it helps them to develop in-

dividuals who will be leaders in re-

search as it relates to competitiveness 

in agriculture. 
I would simply say this is a mere 

drop in the bucket. I do not want to di-

minish the amendment, but it cer-

tainly is a worthwhile amendment. I 

ask all my colleagues in a bipartisan 

way to support the Dooley amendment. 
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise asking my col-

leagues to support this amendment. I 

will tell you how it even impacts me 

personally. Over 10 years ago, when I 

came into Congress, I was a full-time 

farmer. At that time we were pro-

ducing about on our cotton fields in 

the San Juaquin Valley about 1,000 

pounds per acre of cotton. Today we 

are producing almost 1,800 pounds of 

cotton. The financial viability of my 

farm was not the result of program 

payments that are coming to us from 

the Federal Government. The profit-

ability of my farm is much more a 

function of the investment in research 

that has resulted in improved varieties 

that have enhanced yields. 
That is the crux of this amendment. 

It is taking one cent out of every dollar 

that we would be providing in direct 

payments and investing it in research 

so we can continue to see improve-

ments in yields, so we can see improve-

ments in productivity. That has far 

more to do with the financial viability 

of farmers than the $100 million we are 

providing in direct payments to farm-

ers. That is not an investment in the 

future.
I just ask my colleagues to step back 

and take an honest and objective eval-

uation of what this amendment is all 

about. It is taking one penny of every 

dollar in taxpayer subsidies and saying 

let us invest it in research, let us in-

vest it in the future, et cetera, et 

cetera. The farmers will see an en-

hanced level of productivity which will 

be more to their bottom line than 

these direct taxpayer payments. 
I ask my colleagues to support this 

amendment.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The question 
is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DOOLEY).

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman 
pro tempore of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 

2646) to provide for the continuation of 

agricultural programs through fiscal 

year 2011, had come to no resolution 

thereon.

f 

LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS 

DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-

ATION OF H.R. 2646, FARM SECU-

RITY ACT OF 2001 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that during 

further consideration of H.R. 2646 in 

the Committee of the Whole pursuant 

to House Resolution 248, that debate on 

amendment No. 47 and all amendments 

thereto shall not exceed 55 minutes, 

with 45 minutes equally divided and 

controlled by the proponent and an op-

ponent, and 10 minutes controlled by 

the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

OBEY); and that no further amendment 

may be offered after the legislative day 

of Thursday, October 4, 2001, except one 

pro forma amendment each offered by 

the chairman or ranking minority 

member of the Committee on Agri-

culture or their designees for the pur-

pose of debate. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COMBEST. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that on amend-

ment No. 11 to be offered by the gentle-

woman from California (Mrs. BONO),

that time be limited to 20 minutes on 

the amendment and all amendments 

thereto, equally divided by the pro-

ponent and an opponent. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from California? 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam Speaker, I 

wanted to make sure there will be an-

other amendment from the gentleman 

from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) included 

within my time. I would hope there 

would be no objection to that. 
Mr. COMBEST. Madam Speaker, the 

gentleman would not be prevented 

from offering other amendments, which 

would be included in the time of the 

gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-

ERS).
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

FARM SECURITY ACT OF 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 248 and rule 

XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 

the Committee of the Whole House on 

the State of the Union for the further 

consideration of the bill, H.R. 2646. 

b 2012

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union for the 

further consideration of the bill (H.R. 

2646) to provide for the continuation of 

agricultural programs through fiscal 

year 2011, with Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-

ington (Chairman pro tempore) in the 

Chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose ear-

lier today, amendment No. 19 printed 

in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD offered

by the gentleman from California (Mr. 

DOOLEY) had been disposed of. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 

today, debate on amendment No. 47 and 

all amendments thereto shall not ex-

ceed 55 minutes, with 45 minutes equal-

ly divided and controlled by the pro-

ponent and an opponent, and 10 min-

utes controlled by the gentleman from 

Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY); and no further 

amendment may be offered after the 

legislative day of today, except one pro 

forma amendment each offered by the 

chairman and ranking minority mem-

ber of the Committee on Agriculture or 

their designees for the purpose of de-

bate, and any debate on the Bono 

amendment No. 11, which will be lim-

ited to 20 minutes, equally divided. 

Are there any amendments to the 

bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. GILCHREST

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. 

GILCHREST:

At the end of title II, insert the following: 

Subtitle H—Conservation Corridor Program 
SEC. 271. CONSERVATION CORRIDOR PROGRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subtitle 

is to provide for the establishment of a pro-

gram that recognizes the leveraged benefit of 

an ecosystem-based application of the De-

partment of Agriculture conservation pro-

grams, addresses the increasing and extraor-

dinary threats to agriculture in many areas 

of the United States, and recognizes the im-

portance of local and regional involvement 

in the protection of economically and eco-

logically important farmlands. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of Ag-

riculture (in this subtitle referred to as the 

‘‘Secretary’’) shall establish a Conservation 

Corridor Program through which States, 

local governments, tribes, and combinations 
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of States may submit, and the Secretary 

may approve, plans to integrate agriculture 

and forestry conservation programs of the 

United States Department of Agriculture 

with State, local, tribal, and private efforts 

to address farm preservation, water quality, 

wildlife, and other conservation needs in 

critical areas, watersheds, and corridors in a 

manner that enhances the conservation ben-

efits of the individual programs, tailors pro-

grams to State and local needs, and pro-

motes and supports ecosystem and water-

shed-based conservation. 
(c) MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT.—On ap-

proval of a proposed plan, the Secretary may 

enter into a memorandum of agreement with 

a State, a combination of States, local gov-

ernments, or tribes, that— 

(1) guarantees specific program resources 

for implementation of the plan; 

(2) establishes different or automatic en-

rollment criteria than otherwise established 

by regulation or policy, for specific levels of 

enrollments of specific conservation pro-

grams within the region, if doing so will 

achieve greater conservation benefits; 

(3) establishes different compensation 

rates to the extent the parties to the agree-

ment consider justified; 

(4) establishes different conservation prac-

tice criteria if doing so will achieve greater 

conservation benefits; 

(5) provides more streamlined and inte-

grated paperwork requirements; and 

(6) otherwise alters any other requirement 

established by United States Department of 

Agriculture policy and regulation to the ex-

tent not inconsistent with the statutory re-

quirements and purposes of an individual 

conservation program. 

SEC. 272. CONSERVATION ENHANCEMENT PLAN. 
(a) PREPARATION.—To be eligible to partici-

pate in the program under this subtitle, a 

State, combination of States, political sub-

division or agency of a State, tribe, or local 

government shall submit to the Secretary a 

plan that proposes specific criteria and com-

mitment of resources in the geographic re-

gion designated, and describes how the link-

age of Federal, State, and local resources 

will—

(1) improve the economic viability of agri-

culture by protecting contiguous tracts of 

land;

(2) improve the ecological integrity of the 

ecosystems or watersheds within the region 

by linking land with high ecological and nat-

ural resource value; and 

(3) in the case of a multi-State plan, pro-

vide a draft memorandum of agreement 

among entities in each State. 
(b) SUBMISSION AND REVIEW.—Within 90 

days after receipt of the conservation plan, 

the Secretary shall review the plan and ap-

prove it for implementation and funding 

under this subtitle if the Secretary deter-

mines that the plan and memorandum of 

agreement meet the criteria specified in sub-

section (c). 
(c) CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPATION.—The Sec-

retary may approve a plan only if, as deter-

mined by the Secretary, the plan provides 

for each of the following: 

(1) Actions taken under the conservation 

plan are voluntary and require the consent 

of willing landowners. 

(2) Criteria specified in the plan and memo-

randum of agreement assure that enroll-

ments in each conservation program incor-

porated through the plan are of exception-

ally high conservation value. 

(3) The program provides benefits greater 

than the benefits that would likely be 

achieved through individual application of 

the federal conservation programs because of 

such factors as— 

(A) ecosystem- or watershed-based enroll-

ment criteria; 

(B) lengthier or permanent conservation 

commitments;

(C) integrated treatment of special natural 

resource problems, including preservation 

and enhancement of natural resource cor-

ridors; and 

(D) improved economic viability for agri-

culture.

(4) Staffing and marketing, considering 

both Federal and non-Federal resources, are 

sufficient to assure program success. 
(d) APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION.—With-

in 90 days after approval of a conservation 

plan, the Secretary shall begin to provide 

funds for the implementation of the plan. 
(e) PRIORITY.—In carrying out this section, 

the Secretary shall give priority to multi- 

State or multi-tribal plans. 

SEC. 273. FUNDING REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) COST-SHARING.—As a further condition 

on the approval of a conservation plan sub-

mitted by a non-Federal interest to con-

tribute at least 20 percent of the total cost of 

the Conservation Corridor Program. 
(b) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may reduce 

the cost-share requirement in the case of a 

specific activity under the Conservation Cor-

ridor Program on good cause and demonstra-

tion that the project or activity is likely to 

achieve extraordinary natural resource bene-

fits.
(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall re-

quire that non-Federal interests contrib-

uting financial resources for the Conserva-

tion Corridor Program shall implement 

streamlined paperwork requirements and 

other procedures to allow for integration 

with the Federal programs for participants 

in the program. 
(d) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 

shall direct funds on a priority basis to the 

Conservation Corridor Program and to 

projects in areas identified by the plan. 
(e) ADMINISTRATION.—A State may submit 

multiple plans, but the Secretary shall as-

sure opportunity for submission by each 

State. Acreage committed as part of ap-

proved Conservation Reserve Enhancement 

Programs shall be considered acreage of the 

Conservation Reserve Program committed to 

a Conservation Enhancement Program. 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, we 

have an amendment that deals with a 

concept known as the ‘‘conservation 

corridor.’’ A conservation corridor 

would use existing agricultural and for-

est conservation practices to ensure a 

steady contiguous land mass for the 

purpose of protecting, enhancing and 

making agriculture profitable. In ac-

cordance with the conservation pro-

grams in the Department of Agri-

culture, we want to make a conserva-

tion corridor. 
I have discussed this with the com-

mittee and a number of members on 

the committee; and at this point, to 

discuss further this issue, I would like 

to yield to the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. POMBO).
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I have 

discussed in great detail the gentle-

man’s amendment. I do not oppose in 

concept what the gentleman is trying 

to do, but I do have some concerns with 

some of the language that is in the bill 

and some of the impacts nationwide of 

his amendment. 
I would like to ask the gentleman if 

he would be willing to make this a 

pilot program to work on the language 

and withdraw his amendment. If he is 

willing to do that, I would do every-

thing in my power to rewrite the 

amendment and to work with the gen-

tleman and to try to get this included 

in the final bill in conference. 

b 2015

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, we 

have discussed this. We do accept the 

fact that we will make it a pilot 

project in an area, a geographic area in 

my district known as the Delmarva Pe-

ninsula. It is a peninsula that includes 

part of Maryland, all of Delaware, and 

part of Virginia; and we will create a 

conservation corridor which will be 

conducive for agriculture to be profit-

able.
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that my amendment be with-

drawn.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-

jection to the request of the gentleman 

from Maryland? 
There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MRS. CLAYTON

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mrs. CLAY-

TON:

At the end of the bill add the following: 

TITLE X—USE OF AMOUNTS PROVIDED 
FOR FIXED, DECOUPLED PAYMENTS TO 
PROVIDE NECESSARY FUNDS FOR 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. 

SEC. 1001. USE OF AMOUNTS PROVIDED FOR 
FIXED, DECOUPLED PAYMENTS TO 
PROVIDE NECESSARY FUNDS FOR 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

104 of this Act, in each of fiscal years 2002 

through 2011, the Secretary of Agriculture 

shall—

(1) reduce the total amount payable under 

section 104 of this Act, on a pro rata basis, so 

that the total amount of such reductions 

equals $100,000,000; and 

(2) expend— 

(A) $45,000,000 for grants under 306A of the 

Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 

Act (relating to the community water assist-

ance grant program); 

(B) $45,000,000 for grants under 613 of this 

Act (relating to the pilot program for devel-

opment and implementation of startegic re-

gional development plans); and 

(C) $10,000,000 for grants under section 

231(a)(1) of the Agricultural Risk Protection 

Act of 2000 (relating to value-added agricul-

tural product market development grants). 

(b) RELATED AMENDMENTS.—Section 613 of 

this Act is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘select 

10 States’’ and inserting ‘‘, on a competitive 

basis, select States’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(3)(A), by inserting ‘‘, 

plus 2⁄13 of the amounts made available by 

section 1001(a) of the Farm Security Act of 
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2001 for grants under this section,’’ after 

‘‘Corporation’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)(2)(A), insert ‘‘, plus 11⁄13

of the amounts made available by section 

1001(a) of the Farm Security Act of 2001 for 

grants under this section,’’ after ‘‘Corpora-

tion’’.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, my 

understanding is that there is 20 min-

utes. So the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania (Mr. PETERSON) would have 10 

minutes, and I would have 10 minutes 

and then 20 minutes in opposition. Is 

that correct? 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, the 

chair would be agreeable to that if the 

gentlewoman is proposing that unani-

mous consent on her amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 

gentlewoman asking for unanimous 

consent for 40 minutes of debate on 

this amendment, 20 minutes on each 

side, with the option on the gentle-

woman’s side of having that further di-

vided to 10 minutes each, and all 

amendments thereto? 
Mrs. CLAYTON. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentlewoman from North Carolina? 
There was no objection. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.
I come before this body again to seek 

additional resources for our struggling 

and rural communities, along with a 

safety net for our farmers. Both I think 

can happen. 
Clearly, agriculture has long played 

and continues to play an important 

role in the well-being of rural America. 

That is why I support the Farm Secu-

rity Act of 2001. It provides a strong, 

generous safety net for the American 

agriculture producers in trying times 

for the farm economy. 
A farm safety net will provide refuge 

for our farmers during times of eco-

nomic hardship. This is as it should be. 

But we must ask ourselves, will this 

farm safety net create non-farm jobs. 

Will this safety net help our rural com-

munities deal with a multi-billion dol-

lar backlog of unfunded infrastructure 

projects? Will the safety net increase 

the economic well-being of workers 

who have to drive 60 miles round trip 

to work at a Wal-Mart at $6.25 an hour? 

Will it provide running water for the 1 

million rural Americans who still, still 

today, do not have running water in 

their homes? Will it prevent a great 

hollowing out of rural America that is 

currently taking place by young people 

and our most productive citizens mov-

ing away for a better opportunity? 
I say with deep regret and dis-

appointment that the answer to these 

questions is no. No. This Congress must 

begin thinking of rural America, not 

just as the farmers who struggle with 

low commodity prices, though I have 

many farmers in that category; though 

we should help them and we must help 

them, but we must start thinking 

about rural America as a woman driv-
ing 60 miles round trip just to get $6.25 
an hour and cannot support her family. 
We must do more for rural America, 
and I believe we can start with this 
farm bill. 

That is why I am offering an amend-
ment with my colleague to increase 
rural development funding in this farm 
bill by an additional $1 billion over 10 
years. I am aware and very appre-
ciative of what this committee has 
done. The chairman and the ranking 
member have provided leadership in 
this area. They have invested $1 bil-
lion. I am simply saying that an addi-
tional $1 billion out of a total budget of 
more than $171 billion is a very small 
investment to pay. In fact, this amend-
ment is both for the farmers, it is for 
their neighbors, as well as their com-
munities.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if the time was not di-
vided by the gentlewoman’s unanimous 
consent agreement, then I ask unani-

mous consent that the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) have half the 

time in opposition. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment, and I 

yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.
Again, I want to thank the gentle-

woman from North Carolina for all of 

the many things she has contributed to 

agriculture and that we have worked 

with throughout this entire process. 
All of us support rural development. 

It is critical to all of us who come from 

rural America. Rural development is 

something that we see every day when 

we go to our small towns, and we have 

seen the progress of it. But again, my 

objection to this would be the same as 

it was to the Dooley amendment and 

the same as it was to Boswell amend-

ment, and that is that we have this bal-

ance and we, fortunately, have so far 

been able to protect it. It does not say 

anything about a negative feeling to-

ward rural development. I am totally 

supportive of rural development. 
Mr. Chairman, we have added rural 

development funds into the bill. We 

just have not had enough to go around. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman’s tenac-

ity and how hard she works on this 

subject, and I think she knows how 

much I respect her and appreciate her. 

However, I do rise in opposition. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise to join the gentle-

woman from North Carolina to offer 

this amendment and to support it, and 

I yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.

This farm bill spends many billions 

supporting our farmers, but it does too 

little to assist rural communities 

where farm families live and raise their 

families. We are asking for a crumb 

from the table, Mr. Chairman, $100 mil-

lion out of a $50 billion pot of money; 

less than 2 percent. A crumb for rural 

America. Not a whole cookie, not a 

slice of the pie, just a crumb. 
Who lives in rural America today? A 

lot of ex-farmers. The majority of peo-

ple living in rural farm towns are not 

farmers. A lot of ex-farmers, a lot of 

ex-oil workers. A lot of ex-miners as 

our mines have been closed. A lot of ex- 

loggers as our forests are locked up 

from logging. A lot of ex-manufactur-

ers, as small manufacturing plants 

have left, too often, small rural com-

munities.
A lot of ex-utility employees. My gas 

companies come now, I am from Penn-

sylvania, from New York, and all of the 

staff and all of the support offices from 

out of New York State. Very few of 

them come from my area. My electric 

company now is out of New Jersey and 

will soon be out of Ohio, and all of the 

staff and all of the support people that 

help run our communities are no 

longer there. My telephone company 

comes from New York also. Those were 

people who made up the rural commu-

nities and helped lead them. 
Our ex-bank employees, as bank 

mergers have devastated rural commu-

nities. Three regional banks in my area 

are all now governed out of an Ohio 

bank. All of those support offices, all of 

those people who made up our commu-

nities are now living in large cities and 

neighboring States. 
Rural is much more than agriculture, 

and the future and success of our Na-

tion’s family farms are critically 

linked to the economies of rural com-

munities. Only 6.3 percent of rural 

Americans live on farms and 50 percent 

of those farm families have significant 

off-farm income. That is why we need 

communities to support them. Farming 

accounts for only 7.6 percent of rural 

employment, and 90 percent of rural 

workers have non-farm jobs to help 

make it work. 
Rural employment is still dominated 

by low-wage industries. In 1996, 23 per-

cent of rural workers were employed in 

the service sector. Rural workers are 

nearly twice as likely to earn the min-

imum wage: 12 percent in rural, 7 per-

cent in urban. Rural workers remain 

more likely to be underemployed and 

are less likely to improve their em-

ployment circumstances over time, and 

40 percent less likely to move out of 

low-wage jobs than central city resi-

dents.
Of the 250 poorest counties in Amer-

ica, 244 of them are rural, only 6 urban. 

In general, poverty rates are higher in 

rural than in urban areas: 15.9 percent 

rural, 12.6 percent urban. Rural fami-

lies are more likely to be employed and 
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still poor. In 1995, 60 percent of rural 

poor families worked some time during 

the year; 24 percent worked full time. 

Rural America has been exporting our 

brightest young people for years. We 

must reverse that trend. Rural commu-

nities need our help to plan and build a 

stronger economy for the future. 
I am here today to support this be-

cause the President said in his letter 

about this farm bill: ‘‘The Farm Secu-

rity Act 2001,’’ the administration said, 

‘‘as drafted, misses the opportunity to 

modernize the Nation’s farm programs 

through market-oriented tools, innova-

tive environmental programs, includ-

ing extending benefits to workers, 

lands and aid programs that are con-

sistent with our trade agenda.’’ Our 

amendment redirects money to mar-

ket-oriented tools, innovative and en-

vironmental programs by redirecting 

money to the value-added market pro-

grams to have clean drinking water. 
Yes, ours is about clean drinking 

water grants, ours is about rural strat-

egies and planting grants, ours is about 

helping farmers to value add to their 

products, helping farmers further proc-

ess their products and get a decent 

price out of them; helping farmers be 

successful getting what their products 

are worth. 
I am pleased to join the gentlewoman 

in supporting this amendment, and I 

ask my colleagues to do likewise. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 

New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 

clean water should be a national pri-

ority; and, in part, that is why I sup-

port this amendment. Clean water is 

vital to the urban community that I 

represent, but it is just as vital to the 

rural communities that would directly 

benefit from this amendment. It is es-

sential to the quality of life of every 

resident in every community, every 

family, and every business. There are 

simply no exceptions. 
Many rural communities have a crit-

ical need for improved infrastructure 

such as water filtration and waste 

water systems, but without the infra-

structure to provide for clean water, 

public health and the environment suf-

fers greatly, and these communities 

are unable to attract new and viable 

businesses.
The USDA acknowledged this prob-

lem in a State-by-State analysis. It 

was found that 2.5 million Americans 

had a critical need for safe drinking 

water. This number includes almost 1 

million Americans who had no water 

piped into their homes primarily be-

cause they could not afford it. Esti-

mates on updating water systems go 

well into the billions, and rural com-

munities just do not have the money. 

They lack the local tax base to tackle 

this problem alone, and that is why it 

is up to Congress to commit the fund-

ing that will bring clean water to these 

communities, or this need will never be 

adequately addressed. 
Mr. Chairman, rural Americans 

should not have to leave their homes 

for urban centers to ensure that they 

will have access to clean water. 
Another fundamental need in rural 

communities is the need for profes-

sional staff to conduct strategic plan-

ning. This amendment would expand 

the strategic planning initiative in 

funding and scope and would empower 

rural communities to solve this prob-

lem at the local level. 
Rural communities often find them-

selves without a means to improve 

their local economies, and I believe 

this adversely affects the national 

economy. By passing this amendment 

today, Congress will help ensure that 

these communities participate in the 

national economy, in realizing the 

hopes and dreams of their citizens, in 

making sure that many citizens of mi-

nority communities who live in rural 

America will have their opportunity of 

fulfilling the American dream. 
Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to 

support the gentlewoman in her 

amendment, and I would hope that 

many of my colleagues who do not 

come from rural America will come 

here and support this amendment as 

well.

b 2030

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 6 minutes to the gentle-

woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON).

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to take a few minutes here to 

commend my fellow co-chair of the 

Rural Caucus for her incredible work 

on this amendment, as well as my col-

league and other fellow member of the 

Rural Caucus, the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

This is very, very important; and it 

is particularly important because I do 

not think that the current farm bill or 

the newly written Farm Security Act, 

while substantially increasing the 

funds for rural development, quite 

frankly, they do not go far enough. 

As one who represents the largest 

district geographically in the State of 

Missouri, the poorest district, and one 

which is heavily reliant not only on ag-

riculture but also on tourism, mining, 

and the forest products industry, we 

are seeing very tough times in rural 

America.

Not only do we need access to the 

Internet; we have a desperate need for 

critical health care services, for a 

transportation system that is safe and 

reliable; fundamental needs, as the 

gentleman from New Jersey was stat-

ing, like safe drinking water. These are 

basic things that folks in suburban 

areas are very accustomed to, but we 

do not have them in the rural parts of 

this country. 

In saying that, I know that the Clay-

ton-Peterson amendment commits sub-

stantial amounts of money to infra-

structure. I would like to ask the gen-

tlewoman from North Carolina to 

elaborate a little bit on that. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-

tlewoman from North Carolina. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the 

infrastructure provisions in this 

amendment provide $45 million annu-

ally for 10 years and would allow com-

munities that the gentlewoman and I 

know are 5,000, 3,000, small commu-

nities, and even nonprofit organiza-

tions in the unincorporated areas, to 

have grant assistance along with the 

loans that they must incur while in-

creasing their tax indebtedness in 

order to have water systems. So that is 

for clean water as well as for waste-

water facilities. 
The other part is the strategic plan-

ning, which those in the urban areas 

take for granted. They get a larger per-

centage of Federal resources because 

they have people who can do that. 
Those of us who live in rural areas, if 

we look at the Federal resources, it is 

mostly transfer of payments: Medicare, 

Social Security, assistance to families 

with children. We do not get the com-

munity development planning, we do 

not get big sums of economic develop-

ment, we do not get big sums of hous-

ing, and we do not compete well in 

those competitive grants. So this 

would allow us an additional $45 mil-

lion to have strategic planning and co-

ordination and implementation of that. 

Very similar to what the gentlewoman 

was so creative in moving in the Delta, 

to have them get grant assistance. We 

are just marrying this up. 
Finally, the value-added. That is sim-

ply giving our farmers the ability to 

add long-term profitability by adding 

new value and services to their raw 

commodities.
So I thank the gentlewoman for al-

lowing me to expand on that. 
Mrs. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-

woman, and it is kind of like a quiver 

through my heart when I say to her, 

what about all of my farmers who have 

large, or not large, but medium-sized 

farms by, I guess, Western standards? 
The part that worries me about that, 

I think the amendment is tremendous, 

but it is costly. I worry about my rice 

farmers, my cotton farmers, people 

who are hanging on by a little thread, 

and the extra money we would have to 

take away with that. 
I want desperately to be able to sup-

port this, Mr. Chairman. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentlewoman will yield further, I un-

derstand that. I represent a large farm 

area. I represent the largest number of 

farmers in North Carolina. The area 

desperately needs the commodities, 

they depend on those. 
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But I know my farmers understand 

what shared sacrifice means, and they 

would understand that they would 

want to have clean water in their com-

munities. They would want to support 

their neighbors, their communities. 
So yes, it will take monies that are 

needed by commodities, but we have 

been, I think, in some ways very gen-

erous, though not too generous. So it 

would be, indeed, a shared sacrifice. 
I am going to vote for the bill, you 

understand, but I cannot deny, we are 

asking them to share. We are asking 

them to share 2 percent, 2 percent. For 

what? For making rural America a far 

more viable community. The gentle-

woman and I know that only 6 percent 

of all the people who live in rural 

America are on the farm. Less than 3 

percent of them actually get all their 

income from farms, so this will go to 93 

percent of everybody who lives in rural 

America.
My farmers are more generous than 

that, they do not mind sharing. I know 

the gentlewoman’s farmers will under-

stand that if she explains it to them. 
Mrs. EMERSON. I am feeling guilty. 
Mr. Chairman, I totally agree that 

we have to make a much larger mone-

tary investment in rural America, but 

beyond the traditional commodity pro-

grams that have been a staple of our 

farm bills in the past, because it is 

critical that we develop a lasting infra-

structure.
Mrs. CLAYTON. And I ask the gen-

tlewoman to take that lead. That is all 

I am saying. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I feel 

very strongly about everything the 

gentlewoman is proposing. Perhaps in 

conference or in the Senate, perhaps 

someone can help us find the extra 

money.
At this time I am afraid that I would 

not be doing right by my farmers, but 

I appreciate it. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 

California (Mr. WAXMAN).
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I will 

not even take the 2 full minutes, but I 

do want to rise in support of this 

amendment.
This amendment would add resources 

to help rural communities improve 

their drinking water and wastewater 

infrastructure. Water quality is a crit-

ical component of public health, and an 

important determinant of the standard 

of living. 
It also contributes to the economic 

viability of rural communities. Accord-

ing to the EPA, small community 

water systems will need a large infu-

sion of funding to meet the needs of 

their residents and economies over the 

coming years. 
This amendment would provide an 

additional $45 million a year. It is a 

modest amendment. It would take less 

than 2 percent of the fixed payments 

designated for commodities and redi-

rect the resources to these other under-
funded programs that benefit rural 
communities.

I urge all my colleagues, whether 
they are from an urban area or a rural 
area, to support this much needed 
amendment.

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard today 
that this would harm the commodity 
programs. I believe that 2 percent 
would not ruin any program. It is im-
portant that the communities that our 
farmers live and raise their families in 
are good, solid communities and have 
the leadership they need. 

Our rural communities are strug-
gling. They are the most struggling 
part of America. This Congress has 
reached out historically and helped 
urban communities. We have all sup-
ported that. Now it is time to help 
rural America. 

We have lost farming, in many ways. 
We have lost mining. We have lost re-
source drilling, oil and gas drilling. We 
have lost our local banks. We have lost 
our local utilities. Rural America is a 
different place today than it was 10 
years ago. It has not enjoyed the boom 
that was in this country for the last 10 
years.

The highest unemployment in this 
country is in rural America. The most 
underemployment in this country is in 
rural America. The most dilapidated 
housing in this country is in rural 
America. These are the communities 
our farms live in. 

USDA, in their ‘‘Food and Agri-
culture Policy: Taking Stock for the 
New Century,’’ say seven out of eight 
rural counties are dominated by a mix-
ture of manufacturing services and 
other non-farming activities. The next 

part is what is important. ‘‘Traditional 

commodity support and farming-ori-

ented development programs play an 

increasingly limited role in improving 

the prosperity of rural America.’’ 
I am not here arguing against the 

commodity supports, but when Mem-

bers support the farmer who is less 

than 10 percent of the community and 

he does not have a community to sup-

port him, we have left out an impor-

tant ingredient of rural America. The 

community we live in, no matter what 

we do, is the most important part. We 

are putting the money back too often 

into rich farmers’ hands; and we are 

forgetting the community that the 

small, poor farmer lives in and is strug-

gling for his meager existence. 
The farmers in my district are poor. 

They work the longest hours of any-

body. They are struggling. We need 

communities to support them. This 2 

percent of this $5 billion a year is $100 

million. Let us put 2 percent into the 

rural infrastructure where our farm 

families live and raise their families. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 

Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentlewoman for yielding 

time to me. I appreciate the gentle-

woman’s courtesy in allowing me to 

speak on her amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress 

committed to having the Federal Gov-

ernment be a better partner with our 

State and local governments, with pri-

vate citizens, to help make our fami-

lies safe, healthy, and more economi-

cally secure. It is hard to think of an 

approach that would do more for our 

families in rural America than is out-

lined in this proposal. 
As a member of the Subcommittee on 

Water Resources and Environment, I 

know how critical those water needs 

are. They have been documented here 

on the floor already today. We know 

that we need to be doing more in terms 

of value-added agriculture that is going 

to be critical for farms, particularly 

small farms where people are most at 

risk. This is important investment. 
But the area that I find most intrigu-

ing deals with giving planning re-

sources to rural America. It has been a 

transformational effect in my State for 

communities large and small to be able 

to have the resources to be able to plan 

their future, to engage their citizens to 

be part of the solution, to go hunting 

for money, public and private. Sadly, 

the situation today is that rural com-

munities do not have access to these 

critical planning resources. 
I commend the committee, the rank-

ing member, and the Chair for having 

stepped forward with the strategic 

planning initiative. I think it is going 

to pay huge dividends. But I fear the 

committee has sold itself short. It 

should not be limited to a few States. 

The most compelling part of this 

amendment to me is that it will give 

these rural communities throughout 

America opportunity to have access to 

them.
Mr. Chairman, I implore this body to 

give the tools to be able to manage 

their own destiny. I think it will pay 

dividends for years to come. I think as 

we look at the interesting coalition 

that has been assembled on behalf of 

this, it is reflective of new allies to 

help in the redevelopment of rural 

America.
I urge members to support this. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, this is the third good 

amendment that we have had tonight, 

each of which said if we just take a lit-

tle bit from the base bill, we can do 

many more good things. 
All of them have been good: $20 bil-

lion for conservation, $1 billion for re-

search, and now $1 billion for rural de-

velopment.

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.003 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18872 October 4, 2001 
I feel compelled again, though, to ob-

serve to the body, especially when I 

hear it referred to as the administra-

tion position, there is still no adminis-

tration position on anything regarding 

this bill, other than asking us to defer 

action; no specific recommendations, 

nothing that we can do, other than sug-

gest that we agree with them. But no 

one has ever, including the Secretary 

of State today, said specifically what 

they are for or against. I wish it was 

not that way, because we perhaps could 

have had a much, much better bill, but 

we do not. 
To those who talk about the lack of 

money today, the gentlewoman from 

Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) and the gen-

tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs. 

CLAYTON) have every right to stand up 

and say ‘‘additional money’’ because 

they voted for the Blue Dog budget. 

They provided in the vote for the budg-

et the amount of money they are ask-

ing for tonight. 
But the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania (Mr. PETERSON) did not vote for 

it, and therefore I do not see how he 

can ask for additional money in the 

same way. I understand how the gen-

tleman can, because I would like to 

support the gentleman. I happen to 

agree on water. I do not agree on the 

strategic planning. That was my idea. I 

think we ought to be slow on new pro-

grams.

b 2045

We put $15 million into this as a pilot 

project because this is a new program. 

I think we ought to be a little conserv-

ative and cautious before we head out 

on a new program and we ought to try 

it and that is what we do. 
We put $15 million. They suggest an 

additional $45 million. On the water we 

put 30. They suggest an additional 45. 

On the value added, this was the chair-

man’s proposal, he put 50. They add an 

additional 10. All of which are good and 

valid requests. But the problem we 

have again is as we have said over and 

over, we struck a very delicate balance 

between all competing interests, be-

tween our commodities, between con-

servation, between research, between 

rural development, between trade, be-

tween all of those competing interests 

in putting together the bill that comes 

from the committee. 

So again, I must add my reluctant 

opposition to what no one can say is 

not worthwhile. But we had to live 

under a budget that was imposed on us 

by this body, $73.5 billion, and that 

means we have to make some very 

tough allocation decisions. I feel com-

pelled to stay with that decision we 

made and ask the body to reluctantly 

but firmly join in rejecting this amend-

ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, could 

I have the remaining time please? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The gentle-

woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 

CLAYTON) has 2 minutes remaining. The 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

has 7 minutes remaining. The gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-

SON) has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. The 

gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS)

has 3 minutes remaining. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 

from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 

for her leadership as well as the pro-

ponents of this legislation and this 

amendment.
As a Member of the Committee on 

Science, we spend a lot of time talking 

about clean drinking water. I respect 

the leaders of this legislation. They are 

respected Members of this House who 

know full well the needs of the agricul-

tural community around the Nation. 

But I believe the importance of com-

munity water assistance grants are so 

very important that over the life of 

this farm bill, the $1 billion that in-

cludes the community water assistance 

grants, but as well, strategic planning, 

coming from an area where we have 

begun to develop what we call super- 

neighborhoods, the interest of commu-

nities in planning is very vital. But in 

particular, this whole idea of keeping 

the water safe and developing clean 

water in rural areas I think is crucial. 
I know that in rural areas it has been 

long overdue. In the area that I know 

the gentlewoman from North Carolina 

(Mrs. CLAYTON) represents, I know we 

spent some time in her district, par-

ticularly when we were dealing with 

the enormous flood problems. While we 

were there, in addition to trying to re-

build communities literally from the 

ground up, one of things that we no-

ticed was most needed is a restruc-

turing of the water system and waste-

water system. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 

idea of improvement in rural areas be-

cause as the rural areas are improved, 

so goes the larger communities. 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, who 

has the right to close? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. If all 

Members are down to their final re-

marks, the order is the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON), then the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),

then the gentlewoman from North 

Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) and then the 

gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS)

has the right to close. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 

I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise again to repeat 

one more time that rural America 

needs our help. I do not really think 

Congress as a whole or the country as 

a whole realizes what has not happened 

in rural America. 

As we have seen urban and suburban 

areas grow and prosper and fight 

growth, in rural America we have had 

an exodus. We have had elements in 

this Congress that have stopped tim-

bering and put loggers out of work. We 

have had elements in this Congress 

that have stopped mining and put min-

ers out of work. We have had elements 

in this Congress that have made it 

pretty difficult to farm in some areas 

and put farmers out of work. We have 

had regulatory agencies that have been 

very difficult. 
There has been an attack on how we 

make a living on rural America. I said 

it many times, in my district we mine. 

I am from where the first oil well was 

drilled. We have the finest hardwood 

forest in America, and we farm and we 

manufacture. There are organizations 

against all of those. 
Rural Americans work for their 

money. They are the hardest working 

people in this country. They are the 

salt of the Earth in my book, and I am 

proud to represent them. I think we 

make a mistake when we put so many 

of our resources in helping a few. This 

1 percent we are asking for helps the 

whole rural community. Most farmers 

depend on a second job for one of their 

family members or themselves. They 

depend on a second job for their chil-

dren. They depend on support services 

in the community. When we do not 

support that community, we are mak-

ing the biggest mistake because it will 

all fall apart in the end. This 1 percent 

is an investment this House ought to 

make.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.
Mr. Chairman, I again reluctantly 

rise in opposition. The speech of the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE-

TERSON), I happen to totally agree with 

everything that he said, with the one 

exception. We did not provide for the 

resources.
We keep talking about the commod-

ities and that element of the bill. I 

would like to remind our colleagues 

again, the guaranteed price level that 

we are talking about for the commod-

ities for the farmers proposed in those 

commodities is 1990 levels. I will sub-

mit tonight, yes, we are not doing 

nearly what we should for drinking 

water, but we are doing considerably 

more than what we are doing under 

baseline.
Value added and strategic planning, I 

am excited about that one, but I still 

believe that we ought to start slow be-

cause we are limited under the budget 

implications for this bill, in spite of 

what some would like to say about it. 

So I again ask for a no vote on this 

amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-

HOLM) has expired. 
The gentlewoman from North Caro-

lina (Mrs. CLAYTON) has 30 seconds re-

maining.
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the remainder of my time. 
If the Committee on Agriculture does 

not act for all rural America, if this 

Congress does not use this farm bill as 

an opportunity to expand our invest-

ment in rural America, I would like to 

ask who will do it? If not us, who? If 

not now, when? 
Indeed, the Committee on Agri-

culture has the congressional mandate 

for rural community development, and 

the farm bill is the obvious place where 

this should occur. 
I ask my colleagues to support this 

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time of the gentlewoman from North 

Carolina has expired. 
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself what time I have 

remaining.
I, too, must reluctantly rise and join 

in opposition with the ranking member 

of the committee, the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) to the Clayton 

amendment that would pull valuable 

dollars away from the safety net in 

order to increase funding in rural de-

velopment programs, but I believe we 

have made a great, great step in the 

right direction in funding in this base 

bill.
Consider for a moment that farm pro-

grams and rural development programs 

are interdependent on each other and if 

we take $1 billion over the next 10 

years away from the farm safety net, 

that that will ultimately hurt those 

producers who live and work in the 

rural areas. One of the programs that 

this amendment would direct money to 

is the community water assistance 

grant program. While that is a very 

meritorious goal, I would like to point 

out that H.R. 2646 provides $30 million 

in mandatory funding per year for this 

program.
Under existing law this is a discre-

tionary program. It has never been 

fully funded in recent times, and recog-

nizing that, the Committee on Agri-

culture increased and expanded the 

program to help address those needs of 

rural communities that have difficulty 

in providing safe and adequate quan-

tities of drinking water. Additionally, 

there are authorized, ongoing water 

and waste disposal loans and grants 

that the House has funded in the fiscal 

year 2002 ag appropriations bill with 

more than $55 million in loans and al-

most $600 million in grants. H.R. 2646 

eliminates the authorized aggregate 

funding cap so that all necessary funds 

can be appropriated to meet this need. 
The Clayton amendment also directs 

funds to the Strategic Planning Initia-

tive, and H.R. 2646 creates this initia-

tive to increase community capacity 

building efforts at the local and re-

gional levels. H.R. 2646 already pro-

vides $2 million per year that will 

allow entities to develop and to col-

laborate on these strategic plans to 

sustain rural economic growth in com-

munities.

To further enhance rural develop-

ment efforts, H.R. 2646 authorizes the 

National Rural Development Partner-

ship, which will promote interagency 

coordination among Federal depart-

ments and agencies to administer the 

policies and programs affecting rural 

areas. This partnership will serve as a 

resource for communities in working 

with rural development programs and 

will help streamline the available pro-

grams.

Remember, the underlying bill 

makes permanent the Resource Con-

servation and Development councils 

which will not only increase the con-

servation and natural resources but 

also support economic development 

and enhance the environment and the 

quality of rural living. 

These provisions are clearly a state-

ment in the underlying bill that we 

want to do everything that we can to 

encourage rural development, but un-

fortunately, we must work within the 

resources that are available to us. We 

must address the needs of the overall 

farm safety net, and I reluctantly op-

pose the amendment and ask for the 

passage of the underlying bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentlewoman from North 

Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

The question was taken; and the 

Chairman pro tempore announced that 

the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 6 of rule I, further pro-

ceedings on the amendment offered by 

the gentlewoman from North Carolina 

(Mrs. CLAYTON) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MRS. BONO

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

Amendment No. 11. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mrs. BONO:

At the end of title IX (page 354, after line 

16), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. COUNTRY OF ORIGIN LABELING OF 
PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITIES.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF LABELING REQUIRE-

MENT.—The Perishable Agricultural Com-

modities Act, 1930, is amended by inserting 

after section 17 (7 U.S.C. 499q) the following 

new section: 

‘‘SEC. 18. COUNTRY OF ORIGIN LABELING OF 
PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITIES.

‘‘(a) NOTICE OF COUNTRY OF ORIGIN RE-

QUIRED.—Except as provided in subsection 

(b), a retailer of a perishable agricultural 

commodity shall inform consumers, at the 

final point of sale of the perishable agricul-

tural commodity to consumers, of the coun-

try of origin of the perishable agricultural 

commodity. This requirement shall apply to 

imported and domestically produced perish-

able agricultural commodities. 
‘‘(b) EXEMPTION FOR FOOD SERVICE ESTAB-

LISHMENTS.—

‘‘(1) EXEMPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 

apply to a perishable agricultural com-

modity to the extent that the perishable ag-

ricultural commodity is— 

‘‘(A) prepared or served in a food service 

establishment; and 

‘‘(B) offered for sale or sold at the food 

service establishment in normal retail quan-

tities or served to consumers at the food 

service establishment. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 

term ‘food service establishment’ means a 

restaurant, cafeteria, lunch room, food 

stand, saloon, tavern, bar, lounge, or other 

similar facility, which is operated as an en-

terprise engaged in the business of selling 

foods to the public. 
‘‘(c) METHOD OF NOTIFICATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The information re-

quired by subsection (a) may be provided to 

consumers by means of a label, stamp, mark, 

placard, or other clear and visible sign on 

the perishable agricultural commodity or on 

the package, display, holding unit, or bin 

containing the commodity at the final point 

of sale to consumers. 

‘‘(2) LABELED COMMODITIES.—If a perishable 

agricultural commodity is already individ-

ually labeled regarding country of origin by 

a packer, importer, or another person, the 

retailer shall not be required to provide any 

additional information to comply with this 

section.
‘‘(d) VIOLATIONS.—If a retailer fails to indi-

cate the country of origin of a perishable ag-

ricultural commodity as required by sub-

section (a), the Secretary of Agriculture may 

assess a civil penalty on the retailer in an 

amount not to exceed— 

‘‘(1) $1,000 for the first day on which the 

violation occurs; and 

‘‘(2) $250 for each day on which the same 

violation continues. 
‘‘(e) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS.—Amounts col-

lected under subsection (d) shall be deposited 

in the Treasury of the United States as mis-

cellaneous receipts.’’. 
(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—Section

18 of the Perishable Agricultural Commod-

ities Act, 1930, as added by subsection (a), 

shall apply with respect to a perishable agri-

cultural commodity offered for retail sale 

after the end of the six-month period begin-

ning on the date of the enactment of this 

Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of earlier 

today, the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Mrs. BONO) and a Member op-

posed each will control 10 minutes. 
The Chair recognizes the gentle-

woman from California (Mrs. BONO).
Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
The reality today is that food is a 

global product. Whether it is Mexican 

cantaloupe or Coachella Valley table 

grapes, the need for country of origin 
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labeling is a consumer information and 

safety issue that affects millions of 

Americans.
With this in mind, I, along with the 

gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 

HOOLEY) am offering legislation, H.R. 

1605, The Produce Consumers Right to 

Know Act, as an amendment to the 

pending legislation before this House. 
For the past 69 years, goods imported 

into the United States have been re-

quired to be labeled with their products 

country of origin so that the consumer 

will ultimately know where the prod-

uct was produced. Your shirt, your cof-

fee mug, your chair and your pen prob-

ably all have country of origin labels, 

yet there is no law that mandates that 

fresh fruit and produce be labeled with 

its country of origin. 
When the last comprehensive label-

ing Act was passed by Congress nearly 

70 years ago, there were there very few 

fruit and vegetable imports into the 

United States so the requirement was 

unnecessary. However, in the 21st cen-

tury, with free trade agreements, 

produce is now widely imported to 

every city and every State of this 

country.
It is important to note that U.S. law 

already encourages the labeling of 

fresh fruits and vegetables. Currently 

most of the boxes that contain produce 

are shipped over to the United States 

labeled with their country of origin. 

However, those boxes are usually left 

in the back room along with their la-

bels.

As a result, the consumer sees the 

produce but not the shipping box or 

label. Therefore, while valuable coun-

try of origin labeling is usually at-

tached to the produce when it enters 

the store, this label never ends up mak-

ing it to the mom or dad who are shop-

ping for the family so that they can 

make an informed decision. 

While the United States does not 

have a country of origin law for fruits 

and vegetables, the State of Florida 

passed the Produce Labeling Act of 

1979. At the retail level, Florida’s coun-

try of origin labeling program is suc-

cessful and inexpensive. Florida’s 

Produce Labeling Act requires simply 

two staff hours per store per week. 

In an era of free trade with our many 

trading partners around the world, it is 

imperative that fair trade is an ele-

ment in any of our trading agreements. 

The GAO says that 13 of our Nation’s 28 

biggest trading partners require coun-

try of origin labeling for fresh produce. 

Mexico is a source for more than half 

of our Nation’s produce imports, and 

ironically, it requires origin labeling 

on imported produce sold there. Other 

countries such as the U.K., France, 

Japan and Canada have labeling laws 

as well. 
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The truth is that everyone wants to 

know where their food comes from. In 

the 21st century, with our local super-

markets carrying everything from Bra-

zilian bananas to Chilean table grapes, 

virtually everything bears its place of 

origin except for produce. I believe con-

sumers want this to change. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I claim 

the time in opposition. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-

tleman from California (Mr. POMBO) is 

recognized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to have the time be 

equally divided between myself and the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from California? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume, 

and I reluctantly rise in opposition be-

cause I do support the idea of doing 

country-of-origin labeling. Unfortu-

nately, I do not believe that at this 

time this topic should move forward on 

the farm bill. 
This is an issue that we have had nu-

merous hearings on in my sub-

committee and in the Committee on 

Agriculture in the last several years 

because it is something that people 

care so deeply about. But, unfortu-

nately, we have been unable to reach 

consensus in the industry as to the 

proper way to proceed with doing this. 
There are big differences within the 

industry, whether we are talking about 

producers or processors, or the retail-

ers themselves; but there are also big 

differences between the producers 

themselves. Some are very much in 

favor of moving forward, some are op-

posed to doing that, and there are a 

number of different ideas as to how and 

what the best way to proceed with 

doing country-of-origin labeling is. 
Some of the issues that we have had 

to deal with in the past couple of years 

have made it very difficult to reach 

that consensus. I can tell my col-

leagues that we have had testimony in 

the committee that about 70 percent of 

the cost of proceeding with a program 

such as this will go back to the pro-

ducers themselves in the form of lower 

prices. They end up absorbing the cost 

of this program. In the limited pro-

grams such as this that have been used 

in the statewide example and others, 

they have seen very little, if any, net 

return back to the producers them-

selves.
I can also say that GAO estimates 

that FDA’s compliance cost for fruit 

and vegetables would be about $56 mil-

lion per year. So this is not a no-cost 

program. It is an expensive program. 
At this time I oppose the gentle-

woman’s amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-

egon (Ms. HOOLEY).
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-

man, I echo the sentiments of my col-

league from California and thank her 

for her leadership on this issue. 
I will tell my colleagues that when I 

walk into a grocery store to buy 

produce for my family, I want to know 

where it is grown and that it is safe. 

This should be my right as a consumer. 

After all, we have laws on the books 

that say we have to have country-of-or-

igin labeling whether it is our shoes, 

socks or auto parts. But for reasons be-

yond my comprehension, we do not 

know where the produce is grown. Food 

that is put in our body, we do not know 

where it is grown. 
There is not a single person in this 

Chamber who would disagree that in 

the United States we have some of the 

world’s most stringent regulations for 

farming. Our growers have to comply 

with strict, exhaustive local, State and 

Federal regulations governing the use 

of land, water, labor and pesticides, 

rules that many of our trading partners 

do not have to comply with. As a re-

sult, our food is some of the safest in 

the world. 
I believe that Americans have the 

right to know that what they are eat-

ing is safe and where it is grown. Oppo-

nents of this amendment contend that 

the cost for industry, including retail-

ers, to comply with country-of-origin 

labeling requirements are too great 

and the price of produce will rise as a 

result. This is simply untrue. 
We already have a great test case 

currently in place. Florida, which is 

the fourth most populace State in the 

country, has had the country-of-origin 

labeling requirement for over 20 years. 

The estimated cost of the mandatory- 

produce labeling law is less than a 

penny on a consumer’s weekly grocery 

bill. Less than a penny. I want my col-

leagues to know that people will gladly 

pay that penny a week to know where 

their food is grown. 
Compliance can be achieved by sim-

ply placing signs near the produce bins 

or with price information. If it says ap-

ples, a dollar a pound, all that has to 

be done is to add, grown in Mexico, or 

wherever it is grown. Thirteen of our 

biggest trading partners, including 

Canada, Mexico, Japan, France, and 

the United Kingdom require country- 

of-origin labeling on produce imported 

into their countries. With 50 percent of 

our produce imports in this country 

coming from Mexico, I find it ironic 

that they have a labeling requirement 

and we do not. 
This amendment should be an easy 

‘‘yes’’ vote. This is good for the con-

sumers, good for our economy, good for 

our farmers, and this is something that 

the citizens of this great country want. 

It is time for Congress to close this 

loophole from 70 years ago and pass 
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this amendment. I urge all my col-

leagues on both sides of the aisle to 

join us in passing the Bono-Hooley 

amendment.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 

California (Mr. DOOLEY).
Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in opposition. I under-

stand the objectives of the authors of 

this amendment, but I think it is im-

portant that this country maintains 

the principle of ensuring that the la-

bels we are putting on products are 

providing real information to people, 

information that has a scientific basis 

in terms of providing nutritional or 

safety information which is important 

to consumers. 
If we adopt this precedent of country- 

of-origin labeling, we are saying that 

we are going to then adopt a principle 

that we can label a product which has 

no scientific basis, no scientific jus-

tification. There is no indication that 

these products are less safe or less nu-

tritious. I think it is important for us 

to maintain that consistency. 
If we go down this path, we are really 

starting a precedent that we can then 

succumb to calls for labeling products 

that consumers might want the right 

to know what type of pesticides might 

be used on them, what type of fer-

tilizers, even though we now have laws 

in place and regulations which ensure 

that unless the health and safety of a 

product is going to be impacted we do 

not require that labeling. 
The other thing that I think is inter-

esting, there is not a consumer any-

where, any of us in this Chamber 

today, that can go into a supermarket 

today and hardly pick up an apple, a 

plum, an orange that does not have a 

sticker on that individual piece of 

fruit. If there was value in that product 

being labeled from a particular country 

of origin or from the United States, 

there is nothing today to preclude a 

producer, a processor, a packager of 

putting that little sticker on that 

plum, peach, nectarine, or apple. 
Why do we believe that it is so im-

portant to establish another mandate 

by the Government on producers, on 

farmers, on retailers when there is the 

opportunity to do it voluntarily today? 
In light of the fact that we are not 

providing consumers with any informa-

tion that actually goes to the health, 

the nutrition, the safety of a product, 

this proposal lacks merit. We need to 

ensure that we are making these deci-

sions based on the long-held principle 

that the FDA and other agencies with-

in the Government that it has to be 

based on science. 
Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2

minutes to the gentlewoman from 

Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 

I thank the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia (Mrs. BONO) for yielding me this 

time, and I rise in strong support of the 

amendment offered by her, which is es-

sentially her bill, the Produce Con-

sumer’s Right-to-Know Act. 
This amendment will bring con-

sumers information on produce that 

our government has required on all im-

ported manufactured goods since the 

1930s. My home State of Florida, as has 

been pointed out several times in to-

night’s debate, has required country-of- 

origin labeling on produce for over 20 

years, and Floridians overwhelmingly 

support this type of labeling. It works, 

it is effective, and it is cost effective. 

The same should be required in all 

States.
Perishable foods should have a clear 

visible sign to indicate their country of 

origin. Thirty-four other countries re-

quire a country-of-origin labeling, in-

cluding our own neighbors, Canada and 

Mexico. All Americans should have the 

right to know where their food is pro-

duced so that they can make informed 

decisions about what they are feeding 

their families. 
American growers already comply 

with strict regulations at local, State, 

and Federal levels. These regulations 

govern the use of land, water, labor, 

and agricultural chemicals. These rules 

ensure workers’ safety, sanitation and 

environmental protection. Due to these 

regulations, Americans can be assured 

of the quality of our own domestic per-

ishable foods. And with country-of-ori-

gin labeling, we can all make informed 

decisions about foods from other coun-

tries as well. 
I congratulate my good friend, the 

gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 

BONO), for fighting for this important 

cause for many years. But even in my 

south Florida community, where coun-

try-of-origin labeling is required, our 

growers, especially our tomato grow-

ers, are virtually wiped out. Why? Be-

cause of trade agreements like NAFTA, 

Mexican producers have flooded our 

local markets. 
People need to know where their 

produce is coming from. It is the fair 

thing to do. Let our consumers know 

what they are buying. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair would remind Members that the 

gentleman from California (Mr. POMBO)

has 3 minutes remaining, the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 

3 minutes remaining, and the gentle-

woman from California (Mrs. BONO) has 

11⁄2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 

(Mr. SIMPSON).
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate what the sponsors of this leg-

islation are attempting to do. It is 

something that the Committee on Ag-

riculture has looked at and has debated 

and looked at the pros and cons and 

how we might be able to implement 

something like this. 
The gentlewoman from Oregon men-

tioned that in Florida they had a pro-

gram that required labeling, and it 

only added one cent a week, I think it 

was, to the grocery bill. The reality is 

that even though they have that law in 

Florida, it is not enforced; and there is 

no requirement that it be enforced. 
Idaho actually has a meat labeling 

law. The Idaho legislature passed it 

years and years ago. It is not enforced. 

Cannot be enforced. That is the prob-

lem. That is why we have some num-

bers that say it is only one cent a 

week, but we do not know what the 

true cost of mandatory labeling would 

be.
One of the other problems in this 

that we have tried to deal with in the 

committee is, it is the retailer that is 

responsible. He is the one that will be 

fined. How is he going to know for sure 

where those fruits and vegetables are 

coming from? Somebody says they 

came from his farm in California, and 

the retailer finds out that they came 

from someplace else, from Mexico or 

someplace else, and he has them mis-

labeled in his store. He is the one that 

will be fined $1,000, $250 every day after 

that.
I will tell my colleagues that vol-

untary labeling works. I look at Idaho 

Potatoes. That is a brand name. And 

the Idaho Potato Commission has the 

right to go after those individuals who 

misuse and mislabel potatoes that are 

not grown in Idaho; and they do that 

and substantially they win in court, 

and those people are required to pay 

fines to the Idaho Potato Commission. 

Voluntary labeling does work. 
What will make this program suc-

cessful, to label whether it is meats or 

fruits and vegetables or other things, is 

when the consumer goes in the grocery 

store and says to the grocer, where did 

these apples come from? Where did this 

beef come from? Where did this turkey 

come from, or whatever? When the con-

sumer asks that question, the grocer 

will find it advantageous to start label-

ing, and we will get voluntary labeling 

of all these products. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 

Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. I 

thank the gentleman from Texas for 

yielding me this time; and I rise, too, 

in opposition to this amendment. 
I have mixed emotions that there is 

probably some reasons why we ought 

to be trying to get this accomplished; 

but I, along with the chairman, and as 

ranking member of the Subcommittee 

on Livestock and Horticulture, have 

sat through more meetings and testi-

mony than I want to think about try-

ing to work through this issue. It is a 

complicated issue. As the gentleman 

from Idaho just said, there is no prohi-

bition against voluntary labeling, and 

there is some indication that that 

works pretty well in certain areas. 
We are trying to do a lot of things on 

the floor of the House here that sound 
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good and probably are good ideas, but 

it is not like we have not tried to work 

these things through in committee. I 

know that the chairman agrees with 

me that we will continue to work on 

this and look at the issue, but this is 

not the place to be legislating com-

plicated issues like this on the floor of 

the House. 
Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2

minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 

(Mr. WU).
Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 

gentlewoman from California for yield-

ing me this time. 
I just want to point out that it is not 

rocket science to put ‘‘made in the 

USA’’ on fruits and vegetables. It is no 

harder to do that than it was to put 

this tie’s country of origin. In fact, it 

says where the fabric was made as well 

as where the tie is made. This pin, 

‘‘Made in the USA.’’ This tie, ‘‘Made in 

the USA.’’ It does not take rocket 

science to figure out where a product 

was made and that it adds value. 
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Growers in Oregon, like growers 

across the United States, comply with 

strict laws governing agricultural 

chemicals. Compliance with these laws 

ensures food safety. American produc-

tion standards add value. Labeling 

produce as to origin is a low-cost and 

effective way to help American con-

sumers make an informed choice at the 

market, and it benefits American grow-

ers at the same time. It is good for con-

sumers, and it is good for growers. 

Mr. Chairman, ultimately what this 

debate is all about is about choice. 

Americans deserve the information so 

they can make an informed choice 

about what they eat. It is truly ironic 

that I know where my tie is made. I 

know where this pin is made, but if I 

run to the grocery store after I leave 

here and try to buy some broccoli or 

some other fruits or vegetables, I do 

not know where that product was 

grown. I think it is about time that 

American consumers and American 

producers can get a label on their prod-

uct that proudly says Made in the 

U.S.A.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 

California (Mr. FARR) to speak in oppo-

sition to my position. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-

ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I carried that issue in 

the California legislature. The issue is 

not just perishable fruit. I would ad-

monish the Committee on Agriculture, 

we have to solve this. Every time we 

vote for buy American for the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) and 

the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-

GELL) got a bill passed where every 

part of an automobile has to be labeled, 

we do not even know where packaged 

goods come from. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to address 

this issue not only for perishable, but 

packaged goods. Americans have a 

right to know where their food is com-

ing from. We need to get origin label-

ing adopted. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

this amendment. Members always need 

to remember to be careful what we ask 

for lest we might get it. In 1973, we had 

a problem with imported Mexican 

wheat coming into the United States, 

and we came up with an idea that 

Mexican wheat had karnal bunt; and, 

therefore, we put a zero tolerance on 

karnal bunt. It was a terrible mistake 

because there is nothing wrong with 

wheat that contains an small amount 

of karnal bunt, but we now have a 

major trade problem. 
Country of origin labeling volun-

tarily imposed is excellent business. 

Most countries are already doing it. 

But when a label is put on and there is 

a suggestion that there is something 

about that label that suggests a safer 

food supply, be careful when we ask for 

that, particularly since in America we 

are now exporting $53 billion worth of 

agricultural products. We are import-

ing $39 billion. 
Just a few months ago, a delegation 

from Mexico was here; and they were 

quickly moving toward mandatory 

country of origin labeling regarding 

biotechnology. The argument I make 

tonight, they took it; and, fortunately, 

we are not having to fight that battle 

of not being able to sell our commod-

ities, which we are selling more to 

Mexico than we are buying from them 

in total today. 
I oppose this amendment. The cost as 

we have heard, it sounds good. It looks 

good, but in practicality it does not ac-

complish anything other than muddy 

the water considerably in our ability to 

continue to sell more into the world 

market. The consumers are no safer. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, as I said in my open-

ing, I opposed this amendment with 

mixed emotions because I basically 

support the idea; but it is much more 

complicated than we can solve in an 

amendment to the farm bill this 

evening.
I would like to answer a couple of ob-

jections or questions that have been 

raised. This is not a food safety issue. 

If Members are afraid of imports in 

terms of food safety, then that is a 

completely different part of Federal 

law that Members have to look at. 

When Members are voting on trade 

bills, we can talk about food safety 

coming in. That has nothing to do with 

country of origin. It is handled by a 

completely different part of Federal 

law.
The other issue is what the cost is. 

This has been brought up, what the 

cost is. The retailer is limited as to 
what they can charge. Somebody 
brought up that they had stuff coming 
in from Mexico or other foreign coun-
tries into their districts. That sets the 
price. That sets the market. If we put 
another cost on top of that, our pro-
ducers are going to pay that cost, not 
the retailer. 

Mr. Chairman, we have to weigh this 
thing in its entirety, we cannot just 
come up with an amendment like this. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 

BONO).
The question was taken; and the 

Chairman announced that the noes ap-

peared to have it. 
Mrs. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

a recorded vote. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further 

proceedings on the amendment offered 

by the gentlewoman from California 

(Mrs. BONO) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. ETHERIDGE

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 21 offered by Mr. 

ETHERIDGE:
At the end of section 164 (page 113, after 

line 5), add the following new subsection: 
(g) INCREASE IN TARGET PRICE.—

(1) INCREASE.—Notwithstanding subsection 

(c), the target price for peanuts shall be 

equal to $500 per ton rather than $480 per ton. 

(2) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION.—To offset 

the increase in the target price for peanuts 

under paragraph (1), the maximum number 

of acres that may be enrolled in the con-

servation reserve program is hereby reduced 

to 38,000,000 acres. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, let 

me thank the gentleman from Texas 

(Chairman COMBEST) and the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),

the ranking member, and the gen-

tleman from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT)

who is chairman of the Subcommittee 

on Specialty Crops and Foreign Agri-

culture Programs, and others who have 

worked so hard to bring this bill to the 

floor with a peanut program that gets 

us into the 21st century. I commend 

the gentlemen for their efforts on that. 
They have constructed a program 

which will help peanut farmers, par-

ticularly peanut farmers who own pea-

nut quotas, make their transition from 

AMPTA payments, marketing loans, 

and a countercyclical program. Unfor-

tunately, this transition looks to be 

difficult on those peanut farmers who 

rent their quotas and their land. 
Currently, peanut farmers enjoy sup-

port levels of about $610 per ton. Under 

H.R. 2646, if a peanut farmer has quota, 

he will still receive close to that sup-

port level when he combines the mar-

keting loans, peanut AMPTA pay-

ments, countercyclical payments and 
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buyout provisions that this bill author-

izes. However, those peanut farmers 

who rent quota and land do not receive 

a quota buyout payment so they are to-

tally dependent on the other payments, 

particularly the new $480 per ton coun-

tercyclical peanut program in the bill, 

a $130 per ton difference from the cur-

rent level. 
In North Carolina, we have many 

peanut growers; and they are going to 

have a very difficult time staying in 

business with the provisions in this 

bill. That is why I am offering this 

amendment. It would raise the coun-

tercyclical payment for peanuts from 

$480 to $500 per ton. It would offset this 

increase by increasing the CRP acreage 

from 39.2 million to 38 million acres. 
According to the Congressional Budg-

et Office, my amendment also saves 

$116 million over 10 years. This money 

could be put back into the CRP or used 

for other purposes which the House 

may decide. 
Mr. Chairman, it is my intention to 

ultimately withdraw this amendment 

after a couple of my colleagues speak 

on this issue, but I offer it in order to 

raise the issue of how peanut growers 

who must rent quota and land fare 

under the underlying bill. 
I know the chairman and the ranking 

member included in the manager’s 

amendment a provision to allow peanut 

growers who rent the opportunity to 

assign base acreage on their own land 

or to others. This will give those grow-

ers a stronger position in negotiating 

rent process with landlords. It is a very 

helpful provision, and I thank both the 

ranking member and the chairman for 

this.
What I would like for them to do is 

when they get in conference with the 

Senate, I hope Members will consider 

the possibility of phasing in the coun-

tercyclical program so these farmers 

do not have to face the shock of going 

from the support level of $610 a ton to 

$480 a ton in 1 year. Phase-in is a smart 

approach that will allow these peanut 

farmers a smooth transition. Frankly, 

it has been a total new approach for 

them.
As a representative from a tobacco- 

producing State, I have followed the 

committee’s development on this pea-

nut program very carefully. Many to-

bacco quota holders in my State are 

hoping for a buyout, and I see this pea-

nut program as a test case to see if we 

can proceed in a similar direction. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank both the 

chairman and the ranking member for 

looking at this important issue for our 

farmers.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 

from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE)

to increase the target price for pea-

nuts. While I appreciate the commit-

tee’s work on the bill and particularly 

on this issue, I remain deeply con-

cerned that the changes made to the 

peanut program will not provide 

enough funding to keep farmers in 

business.
The farmers in my district have told 

me that unless changes are made to the 

peanut section of the bill, they do not 

expect there to be any peanut farmers 

in certain parts of Virginia. According 

to the Virginia Tech extension office, 

it costs the Virginia producers $539 per 

ton to raise peanuts, excluding the 

land costs and return to management. 

These producers are the farmers, 

whether they own the land or rent it. 
Assuming that the producer would 

receive all of the base of $460.50 per ton 

that is provided in the bill, it is quite 

apparent that the provisions of the bill 

are inadequate to cover the cost of pro-

duction of peanuts. In addition, most of 

the quota in my area of Virginia is 

rented. As it currently stands, the bill 

does not take into account the pro-

ducers’ rent payments. 
Mr. Chairman, we should keep in 

mind that the farmers’ costs have 

steadily increased as a result of higher 

fuel costs and higher fuel-based prod-

ucts such as fertilizer. Already we are 

losing producers under the peanut pro-

gram, and it is my fear that we will 

drive them completely out of business 

without some significant changes in 

the peanut provision of the bill. The 

farmers in my district simply cannot 

afford this, and we certainly cannot af-

ford to lose any more farmers. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 

the amendment. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to withdraw 

my amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from North Carolina? 
There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MS. EDDIE

BERNICE JOHNSON OF TEXAS

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-

ment.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 33 offered by Ms. EDDIE

BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas: 
In section 441, add at the end (page 217, line 

7) the following: ‘‘Of the amount made avail-

able to carry out section 211(c) of the Agri-

cultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)) 

for each of the fiscal years 2002 through 2011, 

the Secretary of Agriculture shall make 

available $25,000,000 for the provision of com-

modities to child nutrition programs pro-

viding food service under section 1114(a) of 

the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (7 

U.S.C. 1431e). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Chairman, my amendment 

is to increase the funding for the child 

nutrition programs by $25 million. 

These programs are actually in need of 

$55 million. This often is the only meal 

that poor children have. Seventy-five 

percent of these meals go to the poor-

est of children. 
Mr. Chairman, this funding will off-

set part of the proposed $90 million in-

crease that doubles funding for the 

market access program, known as the 

MAP program, and it helps producers 

and exporters finance promotional op-

portunities abroad, putting farmlands 

first and our preschool and school-aged 

children last. 
Mr. Chairman, I simply want to ask 

that this amendment be considered. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an 

amendment to provide $25 million for child nu-
trition programs. These programs provide 
funding for our nation’s schools to purchase 
commodities for their National School Lunch 
and School Breakfast Programs. 

The National School Lunch Program serves 
more than 27 million children every day, slight-
ly over half to children who live at or near the 
poverty level in this country. More than 85 per-
cent of the 7 million breakfasts served in 
schools each day go to poor children. For 
these children, our federal school meal pro-
grams are their most secure link to good nutri-
tion. These commodity food programs also 
allow school districts to offset the costs of 
lunches for children who do not participate in 
the program. In essence, these programs ben-
efit the child receiving the free or reduced cost 
meal as well as the child who pays full price. 

Research has confirmed a link between nu-
trition and children’s cognitive development, 
cognitive performance, and ability to con-
centrate. Preschool and school age children 
need to receive proper and adequate nutrition. 
Studies also show that these nutritional pro-
grams have contributed positively to scores on 
test of basic skills, reduced tardiness and ab-
senteeism. 

Also clear is the link between our federal 
nutrition programs and our agricultural com-
munities. The United States began providing 
agricultural commodities to our schools more 
than a decade before we started grants in aid 
to schools to provide meals, and three dec-
ades before we recognized the special needs 
of our poorest children through the free and 
reduced price meal subsidies. In 1994, Con-
gress amended the National School Lunch Act 
to require that at least 12 percent of all federal 
support for school meals must be in the form 
of commodities. However, in 1998 the Con-
gress again amended the National School 
Lunch Act to count bonus commodities, food 
products purchased under separate authoriza-
tions and for a very different purpose, to meet 
the 12 percent statutory requirement. While 
some thought this was merely an accounting 
change, the effect was a real cut in support for 
our school lunch program. The commodities, 
which will not be purchased under the entitle-
ment authorization, are the ones best suited to 
meet the menu and nutritional requirements of 
our school meal programs. The impact of the 
change was not felt last year or this because 
Congress yet again passed another statute 
that corrected the error, but only for FY 2000 
and 2001. But our schools will lose more than 
$55 million dollars in entitlement commodities 
in 2002 unless we act to correct the problem. 
Over the next eight years, this cut will exceed 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00097 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR01\H04OC1.003 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18878 October 4, 2001 
$440 million. That is a very real and significant 
cut to our school programs. Make no mistake, 
this is a school lunch budget cut-this is more 
than $55 million per year that schools will not 
receive. It is also a $440 million cut in the 
amount of agricultural commodities purchased 
by USDA. 

I have spoken with several of my colleagues 
and they share my interest in this matter. After 
all, this money is used by USDA to purchase 
agricultural commodities, and these purchases 
have a significant impact on producer in-
comes. The magnitude of this cut is even 
more dramatic when you consider the amount 
of food that it represents. This cut means that 
USDA will reduce its overall purchases by 660 
million pounds. 

One of the best ways we can move forward 
as a society is to meet our obligations to our 
children. The Federal Government must follow 
through on its commitment to work in partner-
ship with states, schools, and the agricultural 
community to administer a major program de-
signed to improve children’s diets and, in turn 
their overall health and well being. We can be 
proud that these school meal programs pro-
mote the well being of some of our Nation’s 
most vulnerable children by providing them 
with the nourishment they need to develop 
healthy bodies and sound minds. Nutritious 
meals help students reach their full potential 
by keeping them alert and attentive in the 
classroom. As both common sense and exten-
sive scientific research confirm, a hungry child 
cannot focus on schoolwork as well as one 
who has been fed a nutritious meal. 

Mr. Chairman, recognizing the many needs 
being addressed in this bill, I will withdraw the 
amendment, but would like to draw attention 
to how we, the representatives of our pre-
school and school age children across Amer-
ica, have neglected them. And in the spirit of 
National School Lunch Week, which begins 
the second week of October every year, I 
would also like to express my interest in work-
ing together with members of both the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce to explore this 
issue and seek ways to support our nation’s 
pre-school and school age children by pro-
viding additional agricultural commodities. Fi-
nally, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working 
with all of my colleagues who share my con-
cern to amend this problem and provide for 
our pre-school and school age children at 
home first. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Chairman, because of my 

discussion with the chairman and the 

ranking member, I ask unanimous con-

sent to withdraw this amendment and 

hope that it will be considered at a 

later time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentlewoman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 47 offered by Mr. SANDERS:

At the end of chapter 1 of subtitle C of title 

I (page 75, after line 17), insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. ll. NATIONAL COUNTER-CYCLICAL IN-
COME SUPPORT PROGRAM FOR 
DAIRY PRODUCERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means a Re-

gional Supply Management Board estab-

lished under subsection (b)(4). 

(2) CLASS I, II, III, AND IV MILK.—The terms 

‘Class I milk’, ‘Class II milk’, ‘Class III 

milk’, and ‘Class IV milk’ mean milk classi-

fied as Class I, II, III, or IV milk, respec-

tively, under an order. 

(3) DISTRICT.—The term ‘‘District’’ means a 

Regional Supply Management District estab-

lished under subsection (b)(3). 

(4) ELIGIBLE PRODUCER.—The term ‘‘eligible 

producer’’ means an individual or entity that 

directly or indirectly has an interest in the 

production of milk. 

(5) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.—The term ‘‘eligi-

ble production’’ means the lesser of— 

(A) the quantity of milk produced by an el-

igible producer during a month; or 

(B) 230,000 pounds per month. 

(6) MARKETING AREA.—The term ‘‘mar-

keting area’’ means a marketing area sub-

ject to an order. 

(7) ORDER.—The term ‘order’ means— 

(A) an order issued under section 8c of the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), 

reenacted with amendments by the Agricul-

tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937; or 

(B) a comparable State order, as deter-

mined by the Secretary. 

(8) PARTICIPATING STATE.—The term ‘‘par-

ticipating State’’ means a State that is par-

ticipating in the program authorized by this 

section in accordance with subsection (b)(2). 

(9) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each of 

the 48 contiguous States of the United 

States.

(10) TRUST FUND.—The term ‘Trust Fund’ 

means the National Dairy Producers Trust 

Fund established under subsection (b)(5). 

(b) INCOME SUPPORT FOR ELIGIBLE PRO-

DUCERS FOR MILK SOLD TO PROCESSORS IN

PARTICIPATING STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—During each of calendar 

years 2002 through 2011, the Secretary shall 

carry out a program under this subsection to 

support the income of eligible producers for 

milk sold to processors in participating 

States.

(2) PARTICIPATING STATES.—

(A) SPECIFIED STATES.—The following 

States are participating States for purposes 

of the program authorized by this section: 

Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, 

Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mis-

sissippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jer-

sey, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, and West Vir-

ginia.

(B) OTHER STATES.—The Governor of a 

State not described in subparagraph (A) may 

provide for the participation of the State in 

the program authorized by this section by 

providing notice to the Secretary in a man-

ner determined by the Secretary. 

(C) WITHDRAWAL.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—For a State to withdraw 

from participation in the program author-

ized by this section, the Governor of the 

State (with the concurrence of the legisla-

ture of the State) shall notify the Secretary 

of the withdrawal of the State from partici-

pation in the program in a manner deter-

mined by the Secretary. 

(ii) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The withdrawal of a 

State from participation in the program 

takes effect— 

(I) in the case of written notice provided 

during the 180-day period beginning on the 

date of enactment of this Act, on the date on 

which the notice is provided to the Sec-

retary; and 

(II) in the case of written notice provided 

after the 180-day period, on the date that is 

1 year after the date on which the notice is 

provided to the Secretary. 

(3) REGIONAL SUPPLY MANAGEMENT DIS-

TRICTS.—To carry out this subsection, the 

Secretary shall establish 5 Regional Supply 

Management Districts that are composed of 

the following participating States: 

(A) NORTHEAST DISTRICT.—A Northeast Dis-

trict consisting of the States of Connecticut, 

Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and 

Vermont.

(B) SOUTHERN DISTRICT.—A Southern Dis-

trict consisting of the States of Alabama, 

Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Ken-

tucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Ne-

braska, New Mexico, North Carolina, Okla-

homa, South Carolina, Texas, Tennessee, 

Virginia, and West Virginia. 

(C) UPPER MIDWEST DISTRICT.—An Upper 

Midwest District consisting of the States of 

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. 

(D) INTERMOUNTAIN DISTRICT.—An Inter-

mountain District consisting of the States of 

Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, 

Utah, and Wyoming. 

(E) PACIFIC DISTRICT.—A Pacific District 

consisting of the States of California, Or-

egon, and Washington. 

(4) REGIONAL SUPPLY MANAGEMENT

BOARDS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each District shall be ad-

ministered by a Regional Supply Manage-

ment Board. 

(B) COMPOSITION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Board of a District 

shall be composed of not less than 2, and not 

more than 3, members from each partici-

pating State in the District, appointed by 

the Secretary from nominations submitted 

by the Governor of the State. 

(ii) NOMINATIONS.—The Governor of a par-

ticipating State shall nominate at least 5 

residents of the State to serve on the Board, 

of which— 

(I) at least 1 nominee shall be an eligible 

producer at the time of nomination; and 

(II) at least 1 nominee shall be a consumer 

representative.

(5) NATIONAL DAIRY PRODUCERS TRUST

FUND.—

(A) ESTABLISHMENT AND FUNDING.—There is 

established in the Treasury of the United 

States a trust fund to be known as the Na-

tional Dairy Producers Trust Fund, which 

shall consist of— 

(i) the payments received by the Secretary 

and deposited in the Trust Fund under para-

graph (6); and 

(ii) the payments made by the Secretary to 

the Trust Fund under paragraph (7). 

(B) EXPENDITURES.—Amounts in the Trust 

Fund shall be available to the Secretary, to 

the extent provided for in advance in an ap-

propriations Act, to carry out paragraphs (8) 

through (10). 

(6) PAYMENTS FROM PROCESSORS TO TRUST

FUND.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—During any month for 

which the Secretary estimates that the aver-

age price paid by processors for Class I milk 

in a District will not exceed $17.50 per hun-

dredweight, each processor in a participating 
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State in the District that purchases Class I 

milk from an eligible producer during the 

month shall pay to the Secretary for deposit 

in the Trust Fund an amount obtained by 

multiplying—

(i) the payment rate determined under sub-

paragraph (B); by 

(ii) the quantity of Class I milk purchased 

from the eligible producer during the month. 

(B) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 

a payment made by a processor that pur-

chases Class I milk in a participating State 

in a District under subparagraph (A)(i) shall 

equal the difference between— 

(i) $17.50 per hundredweight; and 

(ii)(I) in the case of an area covered by an 

order, the minimum price required to be paid 

to eligible producers for Class I milk in the 

marketing area under an order; or 

(II) in the case of an area not covered by an 

order, the minimum price determined by the 

Secretary, taking into account the minimum 

price referred to in subclause (I) in adjacent 

marketing areas. 

(7) COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAYMENTS FROM SEC-

RETARY TO TRUST FUND.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—To the extent provided 

for in advance in an appropriations Act, the 

Secretary shall use the funds, facilities, and 

authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor-

poration to make a payment each month to 

the Trust Fund in an amount determined by 

multiplying—

(i) the payment rate determined under sub-

paragraph (B); by 

(ii) the quantity of eligible production of 

Class II, Class III, and Class IV milk sold in 

the various Districts during the month, as 

determined by the Secretary. 

(B) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 

a payment made to the Trust Fund for a 

month under subparagraph (A)(i) shall equal 

25 percent of the difference between— 

(i) $13.00 per hundredweight; and 

(ii) the weighted average of the price re-

ceived by producers in each District for Class 

III milk during the month, as determined by 

the Secretary. 

(8) COMPENSATION FROM TRUST FUND FOR

ADMINISTRATIVE AND INCREASED FOOD ASSIST-

ANCE COSTS.—The Secretary shall use 

amounts in the Trust Fund to provide com-

pensation to the Secretary for— 

(A) administrative costs incurred by the 

Secretary and Boards in carrying out this 

subsection; and 

(B) the increased cost of any milk and milk 

products provided under any food assistance 

program administered by the Secretary that 

results from carrying out this subsection. 

(9) PAYMENTS FROM TRUST FUND TO

BOARDS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

any amounts in the Trust Fund that remain 

after providing the compensation required 

under paragraph (8) to make monthly pay-

ments to Boards. 

(B) AMOUNT.—The amount of a payment 

made to a Board of a District for a month 

under subparagraph (A) shall bear the same 

ratio to payments made to all Boards for the 

month as the eligible production sold in the 

District during the month bears to eligible 

production sold in all Districts. 

(10) PAYMENTS BY BOARDS TO PRODUCERS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—With the approval of the 

Secretary, a Board of a District shall use 

payments received under paragraph (9) to 

make payments to eligible producers for eli-

gible production of milk that is commer-

cially sold in a participating State in the 

District.

(B) SUPPLY MANAGEMENT.—In carrying out 

subparagraph (A), a Board of a District 

may—

(i) use a portion of the payments described 

in subparagraph (A) to provide bonuses or 

other incentives to eligible producers for eli-

gible production to manage the supply of 

milk produced in the District; and 

(ii) request the Secretary to review a pro-

posed action under clause (i). 

(C) REIMBURSEMENT OF COMMODITY CREDIT

CORPORATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-

mines that the Commodity Credit Corpora-

tion has incurred additional costs to carry 

out section 141 as a result of overproduction 

of milk due to the operation of this section 

in a District, the Secretary shall require the 

Board of the District to reimburse the Com-

modity Credit Corporation for the additional 

costs.

(ii) BOARD ASSESSMENT.—The Board of the 

District may impose an assessment on the 

sale of milk within participating States in 

the District to compensate the Commodity 

Credit Corporation for the additional costs. 
(c) COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAYMENTS FOR ELI-

GIBLE PRODUCERS FOR MILK SOLD TO PROC-

ESSORS IN NONPARTICIPATING STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent provided for 

in advance in an appropriations Act, during 

each of calendar years 2002 through 2011, the 

Secretary shall use the funds, facilities, and 

authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor-

poration to make payments to an eligible 

producer in a District for milk sold to proc-

essors in a State that is not a participating 

State in an amount determined by multi-

plying—

(A) the payment rate determined under 

paragraph (2); by 

(B) the payment quantity determined 

under paragraph (3). 

(2) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for a 

payment made to an eligible producer in a 

District for a month under paragraph (1)(A) 

shall equal 25 percent of the difference be-

tween—

(A) $13.00 per hundredweight; and 

(B) the average price received by producers 

in the District for Class III milk during the 

month, as determined by the Secretary. 

(3) PAYMENT QUANTITY.—The payment 

quantity for a payment made to an eligible 

producer in a District for a month under 

paragraph (1)(B) shall be equal to— 

(A) the quantity of eligible production of 

Class II, Class III, and Class IV milk for the 

eligible producer during the month, as deter-

mined by the Secretary; less 

(B) the quantity of any milk that is sold by 

the eligible producer to a processor in a par-

ticipating State during the month. 
(d) LIMITATION.—In determining the 

amount of payments made for eligible pro-

duction under this section, no individual or 

entity directly or indirectly may be paid on 

production in excess of 230,000 pounds of milk 

per month. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House today, 

the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 

SANDERS) and a Member opposed each 

will control 221⁄2 minutes. The gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will 

control 10 minutes. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, as we begin this dis-

cussion, I think tonight about the fam-

ily farmers in the State of Vermont 

and throughout this country, people 

who are farming land which has often 

been in their family’s possession for 
generations, people who work 7 days a 
week and want nothing more than to 
leave the land that they own to their 
kids, some of the very best people in 
this country. 

b 2130

This amendment is being brought 
forth to help those people not only in 
the Northeast, but all over this coun-
try.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by 
thanking my colleagues from the 
Northeast, from the Midwest, from the 
South and other regions of this coun-
try for their help in shaping this bill. 
Let me be frank about saying that this 
bill is not perfect. It still needs work. 
But given the crisis facing family- 
based dairy farmers all over America, 
given the huge loss of farms that we 
have all experienced, it is a major step 
forward and it deserves the support of 
this body. It is my belief that the Sen-
ate is prepared to consider similar type 
legislation, and that some of the con-
cerns that Members may now have 
about this bill can be worked out be-
tween this time and conference com-
mittee time. I will do everything in my 
power to work with Members to make 
that happen. 

Mr. Chairman, in every section of our 
country, family farmers are being driv-
en off the land because the prices that 
they receive for their products are woe-
fully inadequate. This is bad for rural 
America, which is losing its agricul-
tural base. This is bad for the environ-
ment, as more and more open land be-
comes parking lots and shopping cen-
ters. This is bad for the consumer be-
cause, with fewer farms producing food, 

prices are more and more dependent 

upon the whims of a few large cor-

porate interests who are increasingly 

controlling the industry. 
Mr. Chairman, we must preserve fam-

ily-based agriculture in this country by 

making certain that dairy farmers all 

over America receive a fair and stable 

price for their product, and that is 

what this amendment seeks to do. 
Many of my colleagues know that 

dairy legislation has been very hotly 

debated in this Chamber and in the 

Senate for a number of years. There 

has been a lot of bitterness and 

contentiousness. In that regard, let me 

be clear in stating that I am a very 

strong supporter of the Northeast 

Dairy Compact which, in fact, origi-

nated in the State of Vermont. I be-

lieve that the compact has worked well 

for the six States who are in it and for 

farmers in neighboring regions who sell 

their milk into the compact area. 
I am proud that 25 States in this 

country voted for dairy compacts and 

that 163 Members of this body support 

the concept of a dairy compact. 
But, Mr. Chairman, there are people 

in this body who disagree with me and 

with the other 162 Members who sup-

port the compact. They have argued 
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that a compact in the Northeast and 

mid-Atlantic States and in the South 

and in other regions would hurt their 

family farmers in the Midwest and 

elsewhere. I happen not to agree with 

them, but that is what they believe. 

Now is not the time to argue whether 

my view is right or their view is right. 

What this amendment does is to say to 

farmers in the Northeast, in the Mid-

west, in the South, in the West, family 

farmers all over this country, that we 

must come together, stop our fighting 

and pass a bill that will work for every 

region of this country. 
I am very proud, Mr. Chairman, that 

this legislation is absolutely non-

partisan, Democrats, Republicans and 

independents will vote for it, as will 

Members from the Northeast, from the 

Midwest, from the South and from 

every other region of this country. In 

fact, I believe some of the fiercest op-

ponents of the dairy compact concept 

will be supporting this effort, and I am 

delighted to have them on board. 
Let me very briefly tell you, Mr. 

Chairman, what this amendment does. 

This legislation creates a new national 

voluntary countercyclical program 

made up of participating States. It is 

voluntary. But upon enactment, all 

States who have already voted to par-

ticipate in the dairy compacts are 

automatically approved. Those States 

are Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Con-

necticut, New York, New Jersey, Penn-

sylvania, Delaware, Maryland, West 

Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Lou-

isiana, Arkansas, Missouri, Kansas and 

Oklahoma. Those States, because they 

have already approved the concept of a 

compact, are automatically in the pro-

gram. But any other State that chooses 

can join and we expect that the vast 

majority of the States in this country 

will do so. 
This legislation establishes a na-

tional dairy trust fund which does not 

cost the taxpayers of this country one 

penny. What it does do is establish a 

mechanism through which dairy proc-

essors pay into the fund an equal 

amount to the differences between the 

class 1 market price paid to the pro-

ducer and $17.50. This amendment es-

tablishes a cap which limits the 

amount of support any one farm can 

receive. The money acquired by the 

fund will then be distributed nationally 

to newly created regional boards based 

on the overall production of all milk, 

all milk, in the region. 
This mechanism addresses the major 

concerns that our friends in the Mid-

west have had whose farmers only sell 

15 percent of their milk for fluid pur-

poses as opposed to the 40 percent aver-

age that exist nationally. In order to 

make certain that farmers do not over-

produce, the newly created regional 

dairy boards may use a portion of the 

funds they receive for incentives to 
manage the supply of milk produced in 
the region. Importantly, these boards 
are responsible for reimbursing the 
Federal Government for any additional 
surplus purchases that result from the 
program operating in their region. In 
other words, we have built in a strong 
supply management component. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill says to farm-
ers in Minnesota, in Wisconsin, in 
North Carolina, in Florida, in Idaho 
and Utah who have 100 cows, that they 
will receive the same help that farmers 
in Vermont and Maine and Massachu-
setts receive. It says that every region 
of this country is in danger of losing 
its family-based agriculture, and that 
we need a national approach to protect 
them.

If you are one of the over 160 Mem-
bers of the House who are cosponsoring 
the dairy compact legislation, you 
should support this bill. If you are from 
one of the 25 States in the country that 
have voted to support the dairy com-
pacts, you should support this amend-
ment. If you are from the Midwest and 
have seen thousands of your family 
farmers go under because of the unsta-
ble, inadequate prices, you should sup-
port this bill. If you are interested in 
conservation and the environment, you 
should support this bill, because it 
keeps our farmland open. And if you 
are from urban areas and you want to 
make sure that your constituents will 
continue to receive healthy and fresh 
dairy products at a reasonable price, 
you should support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER)
who has an amendment that I am sup-
portive of. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VITTER TO

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. VITTER to

amendment No. 47 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Strike ‘‘230,000 pounds’’ both places it ap-

pears and insert ‘‘500,000 pounds’’. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this second-degree amendment to the 
Sanders amendment to make an im-
provement and remove one of the con-
cerns that had originally arisen with 
his proposal. In the Sanders amend-
ment as written, benefits are limited to 
230,000 pounds of milk per month. That 
number really does not reflect the 
needs of all regions of the country, in-
cluding my region in the South. Rais-
ing that amount to 500,000 pounds per 
month, which my second-degree 
amendment does, that would encom-
pass and involve about a 300-cow farm, 
and would make dairy producers in 

many regions of the country, including 

the South, more comfortable with the 

gentleman from Vermont’s underlying 

amendment. With this new 500,000 

pound limit, most of the dairy farmers 

in Louisiana and many other regions 

would be properly included. 

In offering this second-degree amend-

ment, I want to thank the gentleman 

from Vermont for offering his pro-

posals. Admittedly this is a work in 

progress. It was only really largely de-

veloped and brought out to other Mem-

bers in the last few days, but it clearly 

has a lot of potential. It is not every-

thing the compact would offer to many 

dairy producers, including those in the 

South, but it is a very good work in 

progress that I would like to construc-

tively support tonight, so that hope-

fully we can continue to perfect it as it 

moves along in the process. I want to 

thank the gentleman from Vermont for 

his cooperation and his pledge to work 

with all regions, including the South, 

to make sure that all dairy farmers’ 

needs and concerns and questions are 

fully taken account of as hopefully we 

move forward in the process. 
Mr. SANDERS. I thank my friend 

from Louisiana. I believe this amend-

ment should be adopted because it ad-

vances our efforts to reach a consensus 

among dairy producers in this country. 

It represents a good compromise be-

tween those who would want a super 

low cap and those who have no cap. If 

we are ever to make any progress on 

dairy, all of us will have to give a lit-

tle. So I appreciate the amendment. I 

urge its adoption. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The question 

is on the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 

VITTER) to the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 

SANDERS).
The amendment to the amendment 

was agreed to. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Texas is recognized for 

221⁄2 minutes.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. POMBO), chairman of the 

dairy subcommittee on the House ag 

committee.
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me the 

time.
I want to start off by saying I appre-

ciate a great deal the job that the gen-

tleman from Vermont has done in his 

attempt to try and bridge some of the 

differences, some of the regional dif-

ferences that exist. I appreciate that 

effort that he has put into this. But I 

do have to oppose his amendment to 

the bill. 
I came to Congress 10 years ago, or 

almost 10 years ago. The committee 

that I was put on was the dairy sub-

committee. I have had the great joy of 

spending literally countless hours de-

bating dairy, not only here today, but 

over the last 10 years, and getting to 

appreciate those regional differences 
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and just how difficult it is to try to 

construct national dairy policy that 

actually addresses one region of the 

country where their average dairy may 

be 40, 45 cows, versus a region of the 

country like the one that I happen to 

represent, where our average dairy is 

almost 600 cows. With the Vitter 

amendment, which is a step in the 

right direction, he is still about half 

the size of the average dairy in my dis-

trict. That makes it totally unwork-

able in terms of my district. 

The details of this particular plan, I 

think we could debate through the 

night, whether they are good or bad, 

but I can tell the gentleman from 

Vermont that I have no idea what the 

impact is going to be on California, on 

Vermont, on Wisconsin, Minnesota or 

anyone else. I saw this for the first 

time yesterday. I have not seen any of 

the economic analysis on this. I have 

no idea how it is going to impact the 

average family farmer, whether that be 

in his district or mine. 

Until we have the opportunity to sit 

down and actually figure out what the 

impacts are, what the impact is going 

to be on overall production, if you are 

going to go up to a $17 price, does that 

increase the amount of production in 

this country? What happens to the av-

erage dairy size in California? Do we 

all of a sudden go from 600 to 300 and 

take twice as much land so that every 

dairy qualifies for the program? 

There are a lot of questions that are 

unanswered. Unless we have the oppor-

tunity to go through the regular proc-

ess, to have the committee hold hear-

ings on this, to look at the economic 

analysis, unfortunately there is no way 

at this point that I could support this 

legislation.

As I said, I appreciate the job that 

the gentleman did. I appreciate the ef-

fort. I look forward to working with 

him in the future because I do think 

that this is a place that we can start 

and we may be able to move on from 

here. But at this time there is just no 

possible way that this amendment 

should be included in the farm bill. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that half of the 

time allotted in opposition, which I 

think would be 111⁄4 minutes, be given 

to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

STENHOLM) or his designee for his con-

trol.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I would like to take the 

time that has been allotted to us. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Minnesota is recog-

nized for 111⁄4 minutes.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 

I may consume. 

b 2145

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise as 

well to oppose this amendment. I serve 

as the ranking member of the Sub-

committee on Livestock and Horti-

culture, and I have had the joy, as the 

gentleman from California (Mr. POMBO)

put it, to be on that committee I think 

2 years longer than he has, which has 

been an educational process. 
But I think that we all should recog-

nize that the gentleman from Vermont 

(Mr. SANDERS) has been an outstanding 

advocate for family farmers, and espe-

cially dairy farmers. There is nobody 

that has worked harder. A lot of the 

ideas he has in his amendment are 

ideas that I support in concept and 

have worked on with him and in other 

venues to try to put something to-

gether, but we just have never been 

able to overcome the regional dif-

ferences. As the chairman said, this 

may be a start where we can start try-

ing to work through this. 
I just would like to say to Members, 

I think one of the reasons we are in 

this problem is our own fault, because 

we have written dairy legislation not 

in the committee; we have written it 

on the floor. 
Ever since I have been here, we have 

been through this fight; and we end up 

writing these bills on the floor, and I 

would argue that one of the reasons the 

program is having so much of a prob-

lem is because we have done it this 

way. We have kind of brought this on 

ourselves.
I understand the pressures that peo-

ple have in the Northeast and the 

Southeast. I have been all over this 

country. I have talked to dairy farmers 

in every part of the country. I have sat 

through thousands of hours of hearings 

and meetings; and if the chairman and 

I knew a way to work this out, we 

would have done it a long time ago. 
The concerns that I have with the 

present amendment go along the lines 

of what the chairman said; but in addi-

tion to that, I have looked at these 

floors, whether they be on Class III or 

Class I or whatever, and I have become 

convinced that if we do any kind of a 

floor at this level without very strong 

mandatory supply management, we are 

going to get so much milk that we are 

not going to know what to do with it, 

and we are going to collapse the prices 

down to price supports. We have been 

kind of through that. I think some of 

the reason that has happened is be-

cause of the legislation that we put to-

gether on this floor the last couple of 

times.
So the supply management compo-

nent that is in here, I applaud the gen-

tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)

for recognizing the need for that, but I 

do not have a lot of confidence that 

this is going to be enough to be work-

able.
The Secretary along with me work-

ing through this and trying to put to-

gether a national coalition on supply 

management, which I have been doing 

over the last couple of years, has indi-

cated to me that she is not really in 

favor of supply management; and I 

have some real questions about wheth-

er the Department would implement a 

program that would actually be work-

able.
The last thing we need to do is pass 

legislation that is going to make the 

situation worse, rather than better. I 

think that that may be the outcome of 

this legislation if we did not have a 

very strong supply management com-

ponent to make sure that we do not 

overproduce and end up with big sur-

pluses.
So I think sitting here today and 

spending all this time listening to the 

compact debate, and now we are in an-

other debate here this evening, I think 

it is time we admit where we are at 

with this. We cannot get these regions 

of the country to agree with each 

other, and I am not sure we ever can. 
Apparently the different regions of 

the country are bound and determined 

to have their own system, so I have 

talked to the chairman today about 

the possibility of he and I putting to-

gether legislation that would end the 

dairy program at the Federal level of 

the United States. The only thing the 

industry agrees on, the only one thing, 

is a $9.99 price support. The reason is, 

after they get done with all of the 

things they are doing and they want us 

to bail them out at the end, well, if 

these States want to do this and if they 

want to go off and do their own thing, 

I think that is fine. Then we should get 

stepped back out of this, get rid of the 

price support system, get the Federal 

Government out of this system, and let 

the States set up their own process as 

they see fit. 
I would be more than willing to sup-

port legislation to allow them to form 

the compacts in any way that they 

want, and then they could set up their 

own purchase system if they produced 

too much or supply management or 

whatever it is. But I have become con-

vinced this is the answer to this prob-

lem, because all we are doing with 

what we are continuing on with here is 

making things worse every time we 

pass a new dairy bill. 
So I am going to ask the chairman 

that we put a bill together in this fash-

ion, and I would ask him that we have 

hearings on it and we seriously look at 

it.
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. I yield 

to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, as the 

gentleman and I discussed earlier off 

the floor, I do think that it is time 

that we start looking at whether or not 

we need a Federal order system, wheth-

er the Federal Government should be 

involved at all, because if we are going 
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to adopt a number of compacts, if we 
are going to have these state-run sys-
tems, quite frankly, the Federal tax-
payer should not be the one who has to 
absorb the mistakes of all of these sys-
tems.

If that is the direction we are going 
to go, if Congress in its infinite wisdom 
decides we are going to allow compacts 
and we are going to allow States to 
adopt their own system, then the Fed-
eral taxpayer should not be expected to 
bail them out when they make a mis-
take.

So I will work with the gentleman. 
We will work toward putting a bill to-
gether that tries to accomplish that. 
We will hold hearings on it, and we will 
open the debate and allow the Congress 
to work its will. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank 
the chairman. In my judgment it is un-
fortunate we are getting to this situa-
tion. But people need to understand 
that if we put the price of milk at a 
high level, dairy farmers are very good 
at producing and they are going to 
make milk; and they are going to make 
more milk than we can consume, and 
we are going to have a problem fig-
uring out what to do with it. That has 
been the problem over the last number 
of years. That is why I say that this 
amendment may be workable if we had 
a very strong supply management com-
ponent, but I am skeptical we are going 
to get one, given the current adminis-
tration and given the division in the 
industry.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
chance to get that off my chest. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY to the 

amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Strike paragraph (6) of subsection (b) of 

the section being added by the amendment 

and insert the following: 

(6) PAYMENTS FROM PROCESSORS TO TRUST

FUND.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—During any month for 

which the Secretary estimates that the aver-

age price paid by processors for Class I milk 

in a District will not exceed a target price 

applicable to that District, each processor in 

a participating State in the District that 

purchases Class I milk from an eligible pro-

ducer during the month shall pay to the Sec-

retary for deposit in the Trust Fund an 

amount obtained by multiplying— 

(i) the payment rate determined under sub-

paragraph (B); by 

(ii) the quantity of Class I milk purchased 

from the eligible producer during the month. 

(B) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for 

a payment made by a processor that pur-

chases Class I milk in a participating State 

in a District under subparagraph (A)(i) shall 

be equal to— 

(i) in the case of a marketing area in the 

District, the difference between— 

(I) the target price for that marketing 

area; and 

(II) the minimum price required to be paid 

to eligible producers for Class I milk in that 

marketing area; and 

(ii) in the case of an area in the District 

not covered by an order, the difference be-

tween—

(I) the target price for the area determined 

by the Secretary under subparagraph (C); 

and

(II) the minimum price determined by the 

Secretary, taking into account the minimum 

price referred to in clause (i) in adjacent 

marketing areas. 

(C) TARGET PRICES.—In the paragraph, the 

term ‘‘target price’’ means— 

(i) $17.50 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Northeast marketing area; 

(ii) $17.35 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Appalachian marketing area; 

(iii) $18.25 per hundredweight, in the case 

of the Florida marketing area; 

(iv) $17.35 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Southeast marketing area; 

(v) $16.05 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Upper Midwest marketing area; 

(vi) $16.25 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Central marketing area; 

(vii) $16.25 per hundredweight, in the case 

of the Mideast marketing area; 

(viii) $16.15 per hundredweight, in the case 

of the Pacific Northwest marketing area; 

(ix) $17.25 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Southwest marketing area; 

(x) $16.60 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Arizona-Las Vegas marketing area; 

(xi) $16.15 per hundredweight, in the case of 

the Western marketing area; and 

(xii) in the case of an area not covered by 

an order, a price per hundredweight deter-

mined by the Secretary, taking into account 

the target prices in adjacent marketing 

areas.

Mr. OBEY (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment to the amendment 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 

the previous order of today, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, no one in this Cham-
ber has been more opposed to regional 
dairy compacts than have I. The gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
and I have exchanged many a strong 
word about that subject. But I partici-
pated in several meetings in the Speak-
er’s office a while back, meetings 
which he hosted to try to see if there 
was not some way you could overcome 
the regional differences on the issue of 
dairy. At that time, the Speaker was 
lamenting the fact that the regions did 
not seem to be able to get together in 

any way. 
The gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 

SANDERS) has, I believe, brought to the 

House an approach which, although I 

believe it needs refinement, could in 

fact accomplish that purpose; and I 

want to congratulate him for it. I in-

tend to vote for the amendment, even 

though I have been totally opposed to 
the idea of regional compacts, because 
I think the gentleman offers us a way 
to raise dairy farm income without dis-
criminating geographically or region-
ally across the United States. So I 
would urge that the gentleman’s 
amendment be adopted. 

It just seems to me that we need 
make no apology for trying to find 
ways to raise dairy income. The effect 
of the gentleman’s amendment, I be-
lieve, would be to marginally increase 
dairy income in all sections of the 
country, and it has provisions that 
guard against oversupply; and it has 
provisions which equalize the burden of 
doing that. I think it is the most imag-
inative effort to overcome regional dif-
ferences that I have seen in the last 4 
or 5 years. 

I do think it has one defect, and I 
have an amendment that would correct 
that; and I would ask the House, how-
ever they intend to vote on the Sanders 
amendment, to simply adopt my 
amendment to perfect the Sanders 
amendment before we proceed to vote 
on it. 

As written, the amendment essen-
tially provides for one Class I price, the 
price of milk for fluid use all across the 
country. The problem is that currently 
there are differences in Class I price in 
different regions of the country. Those 
differences are used to facilitate the 
movement of milk between regions, es-
pecially during times of short supply. 

By having a single unified price we 
would interfere with that process, and 
my amendment would simply adjust 
the numbers in the bill so that regard-
less of the size of the differentials in 
regions, you would take those differen-
tials into account in setting the dif-
ferent regional prices in the gentle-
man’s amendment. I would urge, how-
ever you intend to vote on the Sanders 
amendment, to adopt this amendment 
before you vote on that. 

Having said that, I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question, if the gen-
tleman would engage in a colloquy. 

My understanding is that under the 
gentleman’s proposal, a 50- or 100-cow 
farmer in Minnesota or Wisconsin 
where a Class I utilization is relatively 
low would receive the same payment as 
a 50- or 100-cow farmer in Florida or 
Vermont, or anywhere else a Class I 
utilization is higher. Is that correct? 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct.

Mr. OBEY. Payments would be made 
based upon the production, up to a 
limit of 500,000 pounds of milk per 
month, and not based on whether the 
milk would go into manufacturing 
products such as cheese or butter or 
fluid use. Is that correct? 

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, that is absolutely cor-
rect.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 

my time, I think this issue is ex-

tremely important for farmers all over 

the country, because with this kind of 

a nationalized arrangement, we would, 

for the first time, enable the gentle-

man’s farmers in his area of the coun-

try to receive a higher price for their 

product without penalizing farmers in 

my region or any other region of the 

country.
If the gentleman’s amendment is 

adopted, I would certainly want his as-

surances that that national pooling 

provision would not be eliminated at 

any time during the process, if he had 

anything to do with it. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield further, he has 

my absolute assurances. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding we are dealing with 

Class I. 
Mr. OBEY. That is right. 
Mr. POMBO. I think I heard the gen-

tleman say Class III. 
Mr. OBEY. No. 
Mr. POMBO. So what we are talking 

about is the Class I milk would be the 

same price, whether you are in Wis-

consin or Vermont? 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, yes. 
Mr. POMBO. What about California? 
Mr. SANDERS. Yes. If California vol-

untarily chooses to come into the pro-

gram, the answer is yes. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 

my time, could I ask the gentleman a 

favor? Because I have only 10 minutes 

on this amendment, I would like to 

limit the discussion to my amendment 

to the Sanders amendment, and then I 

think the gentleman can deal with 

other potential problems with the 

Sanders amendment on the gentle-

man’s time. 
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman would yield further, I am 

trying to figure out what the gentle-

man’s amendment will do. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the prob-

lem that the gentleman has now is that 

each region has a different differential 

payment. If you have one uniform price 

that is paid all across the country, 

then in effect farmers are not getting 

the same benefit if they live in a region 

that has a lower differential as opposed 

to a higher differential, and you in fact 

place an undue burden on processors in 

certain parts of the country who would 

be making up the difference between, 

in fact, the floor price and the market 

price. That was an inadvertent mistake 

in the gentleman’s amendment, and I 

am simply trying to correct it in the 

event that it would pass. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 

gentleman from Wisconsin, and I look 

forward to working with him so that 

we can protect the farmers in Vermont 

and Wisconsin and every other region 

in this Nation. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 

the gentlewoman from Connecticut 

(Mrs. JOHNSON).
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 

yielding me time. 
I would hope that the gentleman 

from California and the gentleman 

from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) would 

really reconsider their opposition to 

this amendment. It is absolutely true 

that more analysis needs to be done, no 

question about it, and questions have 

to be answered. But this amendment 

has some at least real potential for re-

solving an issue that has deeply divided 

this House and deeply divides America 

on farm policy by region. 
Now, I would like the amendment to 

allow much more opportunity for con-

sumer-based boards to have a say in 

this process at the regional level. That 

has been one of the strengths of the 

compact approach. I think when a 

State decides to enter this program, 

they should also set up a board that 

has consumers on it to begin to watch 

the price and see how much this helps 

their farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret the fact that 

the chairman of the committee and 

others on it who have a great deal of 

influence on policy cannot be bothered 

to listen. 
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Because I heard passionate speeches 

all day about how much your farmers 

need the subsidies in this bill. Do my 

colleagues not understand that our 

dairy farmers are in exactly the same 

position in New England and they get 

nothing. And they are going to go 

under if we cannot either extend the 

dairy compact or find a different way 

for our region? 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 

yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, does the 

gentlewoman not understand that I 

represent more dairy farmers than she 

does? Does she not understand that I 

have more cows than she does? 

Ms. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I must reclaim my time. 

The Constitution was finely written 

when they found a way for small States 

to be able to have a voice equal to big 

States. So I understand the gentleman 

represents more farmers than I do, but 

it does not make the survival of any in-

dividual farm in Connecticut of any 

lesser value than the survival of a farm 

anywhere else in the country. That is 

all I am saying. 

What I want my colleagues to think 

about is that this approach, inte-

grating this issue and solving it 

through the existing marketing order 

through a system that is voluntary, 

that I think could be made more flexi-

ble and responsive to consumer inter-

ests as we work on it and analyze it, of-

fers the best hope that we have had so 

far to really recognize the needs of 

dairy farmers across America. 
The marketing order system is a one- 

size-fits-all. The reason we fight about 

dairy policy is because one size does 

not fit all anymore, and this amend-

ment does offer us the opportunity, 

within a national umbrella, to begin to 

find a way for regions to manage in a 

way that supports farmers. That is our 

interest, to support farmers. 
So I am pleased that we do have a 

supply management provision in here. 

The compact has been successful at 

that. Most dairy policies nationally 

have not been successful at managing 

supply, and it has not cost the national 

taxpayers a dime. I urge my colleagues 

to give it a chance. Let us talk this 

out. Perhaps we can deal with it in the 

conference.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. RYAN).
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentleman for yield-

ing me this time. 
I would like to thank the gentleman 

from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) for his ef-

fort in putting this amendment to-

gether. We have had this fight for 

years. We have had this fight for hours 

today about removing these regional 

disparities with respect to dairy, and 

that has been a fight that we have had 

for a long, long time. I unfortunately 

believe it is a fight we are going to con-

tinue to have. 
But this amendment is so broad and 

so sweeping and so comprehensive in so 

many ways that it leaves a lot of unan-

swered questions on the table. One of 

the concerns I have, which is a ques-

tion or a concern is that, A, we have 

not seen a large scale analysis as to its 

real effect across the country. I really 

do not know what this is going to do to 

the dairy farmers in Wisconsin. One of 

the concerns I have is that this could 

incentivize an oversupply of class 1 

price, which could turn over and de-

press the price of class 3 milk, which is 

what we produce where I come from. So 

I am concerned that this may actually 

depress our class 3 price in the upper 

Midwest.
But I do applaud this effort. I think 

it is high time we think outside the 

box and try and get rid of the region-

alism that has too long plagued this 

debate, but it is just not ready for 

prime time, in my opinion. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to 

the gentleman from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s sentiments, 
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and I am the first to admit that more 

work needs to be done. But I think the 

gentleman will agree with me. The gen-

tleman has seen some of the best peo-

ple in his State lose their farms and go 

out of business. I have seen the same 

thing. I think we have to work to-

gether. I think this is a good start. We 

do not have a lot of time. I would ap-

preciate the gentleman’s support for 

the amendment and work with us so 

that we can make this a good amend-

ment for Wisconsin and the Northeast 

and the whole country. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, the gentleman has my pledge to 

work with him on fixing this process. 

By this time tomorrow night, we are 

going to lose four dairy farms in the 

State of Wisconsin at the pace we are 

at right now. We have lost more dairy 

farms in the State of Wisconsin in the 

last 10 years than any other State in 

the country has ever had, save Min-

nesota. I want to expand on those 

points, but I do think that there are a 

lot of unanswered questions with this 

amendment. I applaud the effort. I 

hope we can work together after this to 

finish this. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 

Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) who has 

been a real fighter for family farms. 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the Sanders amendment, 

and I wanted to congratulate the gen-

tleman from Vermont for really mak-

ing a breakthrough here on an issue 

that has been divisive and to say also 

to the gentleman from Wisconsin, on 

this issue, if the folks from Vermont 

and Wisconsin can get together on this 

effort, we really do have what we have 

been trying to talk about and create an 

effort here that does the best for the 

people in this country and in this in-

stance to the dairy farmers of this 

country.
The gentlewoman from Connecticut 

(Mrs. JOHNSON) spoke a minute ago; 

and we do have dairy farms, albeit not 

as many as other people in this body 

have, but I think she was absolutely 

correct in saying that their livelihood, 

their ability to succeed equals that 

ability to succeed of dairy farmers all 

over this great country of ours. That is 

what this amendment is all about. 
This is meant to enhance the income 

of all dairy farmers, no matter where 

they come from. It is a voluntary pro-

gram. There are no mandates here. It 

costs the taxpayer nothing. It would be 

administered through regional boards; 

it would distribute the funds to the 

dairy farmers that are in need of them. 

It deals in many ways with the com-

plexity of trying to look at the price 

differentials, and that is critical. 
Is it all ironed out? No. But it is such 

a very good start to something that 

has been such a divisive issue in this 

body. It brings benefits, yes, to the 

Northeast and to my dairy farmers, 

and it brings that kind of success that 

we had with that Northeast dairy com-

pact to the rest of the dairy farmers 

around the country. It preserves small 

dairy farmers all over the country; it 

allows them to do what they want to 

do and that is to pass their farms on to 

the next generation. It is a good 

amendment, and I urge my colleagues 

to support it. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair 

would advise Members that the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 

61⁄4 minutes remaining; the gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 41⁄4

minutes remaining; the gentleman 

from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) has 71⁄2

minutes remaining; and the gentleman 

from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 4 min-

utes remaining. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. GREEN).
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentleman for yield-

ing me time. 
Like so many others tonight, let me 

begin by saying that I sincerely appre-

ciate the effort that the gentleman 

from Vermont has shown. It is innova-

tive because it takes a small step away 

from regionalism and towards national 

policy, and that is obviously something 

that many of us have been arguing for 

for a long time. 
Regrettably, I cannot support this 

amendment right now. I hope to be 

able to support the concept as it is re-

fined later on. One reason I cannot sup-

port it is that in its current form, it 

does not add to clarity or simplicity in 

dairy policy, something that I think is 

very important. We need predictability 

and clarity for our dairy farmers, for 

our producers, so they have a system 

they can rely upon, a system they can 

believe in. 
Secondly, I am troubled by the fact 

that class 3 prices, payments are de-

pendent upon annual appropriations. I 

am not sure we want our dairy farmers 

to be subject to the whims and fancies 

of this institution and its appropria-

tions process. 
Tonight I think we have taken an im-

portant step forward, though, because 

in the debate we have had tonight, we 

have recognized that dairy farmers all 

across this Nation are suffering. 
To the gentlewoman from Con-

necticut who spoke earlier who said 

quite passionately that the loss of her 

farms is no less important than the 

loss of farms elsewhere, I would agree; 

but I would remind her that region-

alism which has helped her dairy farms 

cause our losses to be because of her 

dairy policy. 
The other side has talked passion-

ately about losses of hundreds of dairy 

farms. Tonight, in our State of Wis-

consin, I heard the gentleman from the 

first district of Wisconsin speak, we 

talk about thousands. By tomorrow 

night this time, my State will have 

lost four more dairy farms. 
So we need to move towards a na-

tional policy. I commend the gen-

tleman for his small step in that direc-

tion, and I pledge to work with him. 

Hopefully we can fix this and get to a 

national policy. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 1 minute and say to my friend 

from Wisconsin, the gentleman has de-

scribed that he is losing four farms a 

day; he has described that perhaps no 

other State in this country has lost 

more family farms than his great 

State; he has described the pain and 

the sadness that the people of his State 

are feeling in this transition. Yet, we 

keep talking about that, we keep talk-

ing about the loss of farms in the 

Northeast and then we say, well, this is 

not perfect. 
Well, I have a problem with that, oh, 

gee, this one does not work in every 

part of the country. I understand that. 

But the gentleman is going to lose four 

more farms tomorrow, and I will lose a 

farm. We are giving our colleagues a 

blueprint, an outline. If we reject this, 

nothing will happen this year, in my 

view, to protect family farmers; and we 

are going to continue to lose the farms. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to work with us to develop a national 

policy that works for Wisconsin, that 

works for Vermont. This is a step for-

ward. It is not the end-all. There are 

folks in the Senate who are sympa-

thetic to this concept. We have time to 

refine it. So I would urge the support of 

my colleagues for this amendment to-

night.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

OBEY) to the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-

ERS).
The amendment to the amendment 

was agreed to. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, let me simply say as a 

matter of good faith, I have, as I said 

earlier, opposed the idea of compacts 

for years. I think they have been divi-

sive; I think this ought to be one coun-

try. I do not think we ought to have a 

Balkanized milk marketing arrange-

ment.
What the gentleman from Vermont 

(Mr. SANDERS) is trying to do here is to 

find a way to enable us to raise income, 

however marginally, for dairy farmers, 

because of his desperate concern about 

their viability long term. 
Now, I do not think this is a perfect 

arrangement by any means. I have sub-

stantial questions about it. But I do 

have confidence in the ability of this 

committee if this were adopted to ra-

tionalize it in conference so that it 

would be workable for the country. I 

think if ever there was a time when we 

need to try to find unifying efforts in 
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this country, in all fields, it is now. 

This may not be perfect, but it is the 

only, it is the only proposition I have 

seen in 5 years time that tries to bridge 

regional differences in the dairy area. 
Mr. Chairman, I think it does it in a 

fairly effective way. I have not had 

much time to look at it either, and I 

recognize what the gentleman from 

California (Mr. POMBO) says, and I rec-

ognize what the chairman of the com-

mittee says, and I am sure the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

feels the same way, that this is not 

fully worked out. But I think in the 

end it is better than saying to the 

country, we are going to do nothing 

significant to raise dairy prices over 

the long term. 
Right now my farmers are getting 

more money for milk than they have 

gotten in a long time. That is not 

going to last very long. If we do not do 

something tonight to at least look for 

ways to raise that income, for the next 

5 years, we are going to be going home 

and saying to our constituents, sorry, 

there is not anything we can do it. 
Mr. Chairman, this is the only device 

that I see on the board that gives us 

the opportunity to do something about 

it, and I personally would urge its 

adoption, and I thank both sides for 

their courtesy. 

b 2215

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, may I 

inquire how many more speakers the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST)

has?

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, none 

at the current time. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, who 

has the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 

the right to close. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me make my concluding re-

marks. Let me pick up on the point 

that the gentleman from Wisconsin 

(Mr. OBEY) made. 

Those of us who come from rural 

America and those of us who know 

family farms are touched emotionally 

by this issue. So for those people who 

are not from farm areas, they may not 

understand the passion involved in this 

discussion. We know that our farmers 

are some of the very best people in our 

States. They love the land. They pro-

tect the environment. They work, in 

some cases, seven days a week. In my 

State we have many farmers who make 

15, 20, $25,000 a year working 60 or 70 

hours a week. What their dream is is to 

leave the land that they inherited from 

their parents to their kids. 

When I drive around the State of 

Vermont, I never cease to get a very 

positive feeling and a wonderful feeling 

when I go through the rural areas of 

my State, which are so beautiful, and I 

am sure that that feeling is matched 

by those in other States who also ap-

preciate what their farmers are doing. 
Mr. Chairman, we are up against the 

wall. For years we have been talking 

about how we protect the family farm, 

not only in dairy, but in every other 

commodity and we are losing. The best 

people in our country are being forced 

off the land because they cannot live 

on the paltry amounts of money that 

they are getting for their commodities, 

be it milk or any other commodity. 
What is happening in dairy is hap-

pening in industry after industry. The 

little people are being driven off of the 

land and industry is being consolidated 

and the big get bigger and they control 

the industry. We are seeing in the New 

England area some processes who now 

control 80 percent of the purchase of 

milk and that is true in other regions 

of country. 
Our friends from Wisconsin say they 

are losing four farms a day. How much 

time do we have to continue the de-

bate? I agree with what the gentleman 

from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) said. This is 

not a perfect amendment. It needs 

more work. But let us come together 

let us make it a better bill so that it 

works better for South or the West or 

the Midwest or the Northeast. We can 

do this. 
Mr. Chairman, I believe there is sup-

port in the Senate for this concept. Let 

us not say, no, no, no, it is not perfect. 

It is not perfect that our farmers are 

being driven off the land. Let us draw 

the line and try to do something. This 

is a good-faith effort to bring people to-

gether to save some of the best people 

in our country. I would hope that this 

body could support this amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-

sume.
Mr. Chairman, if we look at the facts 

as the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

OBEY) mentioned, his dairymen, my 

dairymen are doing quite well today. In 

fact, the September Federal price in 

the compact area is $18.81. The com-

pact price is $16.94. 
Some regions of the country, my dis-

trict, for example, my State, a few 

months ago were in favor of the com-

pact but began to see some of the prob-

lems associated with it and began to 

look at what they can do to help them-

selves. Lo and behold, they are finding 

that they can do a lot to avoid a col-

lapse of milk prices by working to-

gether with the manufacturers, with 

the retail stores. 
It would seem to me the Northeast 

has a wonderful opportunity now to do 

just that. To do it with this legislation 

of which I too, I join in saying I know 

what the gentleman is trying to do. 

But we cannot put together dairy pol-

icy for the Nation in a matter of a few 

hours to overcome a problem regarding 

legislation on compacts. No matter 
how much we say we would like to do 
it, it cannot be done. 

The main thing for dairymen right 
now is to understand if they want to 
keep getting price, they have to man-
age their inventory and they are the 
only ones that can do that. If they set 
the price too high, they will get more 
production. It is just going to happen. 

There are ways we can do it. I will 
join with the gentleman from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and all to con-
tinue to look at how we do it. 

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PETERSON) a moment ago said it best 
when he said, and I will paraphrase 
him, any State that wishes to go their 
own way can go their own way. 

If that is what we really want to do 
is start going individual State com-
pacts, then let us do it. Let us elimi-
nate the Federal market order system 
and let us go it our own. I happen to 
believe that maybe dairymen would be 
better off with that; but the dairy in-
dustry is not ready to go there yet be-
cause just as the chairman, the rank-
ing member said in all the hearings 
that they sat through again and all the 
years in which I was chairman of the 
Dairy Committee, we never were able 
quite to get there. 

Let us conclude by saying this, if 
there is one thing that has been effu-
sive throughout the debate today is the 
recognition of the necessity of getting 
a higher price to our producers for 
what they produce, whether it is milk, 
whether it is sugar, whether it is cot-
ton, whether it is wheat, whether it is 
soybeans, whether it is corn, whatever 
it is we are growing, we cannot grow it 
cheaper than what we have been doing. 

The question is how do we get the 
price? I submit that we need to use this 
opportunity today in all areas of the 
country to do what is happening in 
some, recognizing that through true 
cooperative effort among dairymen 
within regions, within States is the 
best way to do it. 

Therefore, I again, as I have done all 
night, reluctantly, in this case not so 
reluctantly, because in all honesty, we 
cannot legislate dairy policy in a man-
ner in which has been described tonight 
and do justice. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind the Members that 
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS) has 31⁄2 minutes remaining 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
whatever time remains to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT).
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time and I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) for this very constructive de-
bate. This is the first time I think 
since I have been here, we have had ac-
tually a constructive discussion about 
dairy policy. I appreciate the frustra-
tion, particularly of the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) on issues 
that are important to him. We are in 
the Committee of the Whole, and this 
is the opportunity we have to offer 
these kind of amendments. 

I am afraid that I and my staff were 
trying to figure out exactly what this 
amendment, and with the amendment 
from the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY), would mean. We had a very 
difficult time sorting all of this out, 
and I suspect that was even true for 
some of the experts that worked for the 
committee and perhaps even down at 
the USDA. 

What I am concerned about, it has 
been mentioned already, is the law of 
unintended consequences. This is a 
place, of course, where we write law, 
but it is also an area where we can 
make bad law, and I am afraid what 
will happen with this amendment if we 
raise the price of Class I milk, and this 
is what a couple of our colleagues said 
earlier. Class I milk that goes into 
fluid milk, if we raise that price too 
high, whether it is in Vermont or any-
where else in the United States, what 
ultimately will happen is we will in-
crease production because we do write 
law in this Chamber, we amend laws in 
this Chamber. 

There is one law we can neither 
amend nor change, and that is the law 
of supply and demand. That really is 
what is at the core of the problem we 
have with dairy policy, because if we 
artificially set prices too high we in-
crease the supply and we may forestall 
some of those farmers going out of 
business, but ultimately, we are only 
going to forestall the day when that 
will happen. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I yield briefly to 
the gentleman from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not know if my colleague saw it, but 
we have very strong supply manage-
ment components in the legislation. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is good, but 

again, we cannot exactly analyze how 

that will work, but ultimately, again, 

if we try to artificially raise the prices 

too high, particularly for fluid milk, it 

backs up into what we call Class III 

milk, which is 85 percent of the milk 

produced in my district, ultimately 

winding up going into cheese, and that 

is where the problem begins to really 

get difficult for us. 
So while I recognize the frustration 

of trying to make an amendment here 

on the floor of the House in the Com-

mittee of the Whole, which is the ap-

propriate place, I really do hope that 

my colleague will take the offer that 

has been made, that we can work on 

this as we go forward. 

It does not have to be part of this 

farm bill. I think there are a growing 

number of people here that really be-

lieve the time has come to at least 

scrap everything we have and start 

with a blank sheet of paper. Our friend, 

the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 

RYAN) did not do it this year, but a 

couple of years ago he read on the floor 

of the House the formula that is used 

today in the milk marketing order sys-

tem. It is unbelievably complicated. 

There are only I think three people in 

Washington who completely under-

stand it, and I understand that there is 

a rule at USDA that no two of them 

could be on the same airplane at the 

same time. 

We really do need to have a new 

dairy policy. It needs to be more sim-

ple, it needs to be more understand-

able, and we must make certain that it 

does not have unintended con-

sequences.

With the deepest respect, I will op-

pose the amendment, and I hope my 

colleagues will join me. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from 

Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), as amended. 

The question was taken; and the 

Chairman pro tempore announced that 

the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 6 of rule I, the Chair an-

nounces that he will reduce to a min-

imum 5 minutes the period of time 

within which a vote by electronic de-

vice will be taken on each amendment 

on which the Chair has postponed fur-

ther proceedings. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 194, noes 224, 

not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 368] 

AYES—194

Abercrombie

Ackerman

Allen

Andrews

Baker

Baldacci

Baldwin

Barrett

Bartlett

Bass

Bereuter

Blagojevich

Boehlert

Bonior

Borski

Boucher

Boyd

Brady (PA) 

Brown (FL) 

Brown (OH) 

Bryant

Capito

Capps

Capuano

Cardin

Carson (IN) 

Carson (OK) 

Castle

Clayton

Clement

Clyburn

Coble

Condit

Conyers

Cooksey

Coyne

Crowley

Cummings

Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 

Davis, Jo Ann 

DeGette

DeLauro

Deutsch

Doyle

Duncan

Ehlers

Emerson

Engel

English

Eshoo

Etheridge

Farr

Fattah

Ferguson

Filner

Fossella

Frelinghuysen

Gekas

Gephardt

Gilchrest

Gilman

Goode

Green (TX) 

Greenwood

Grucci

Gutierrez

Harman

Hart

Hastings (FL) 

Hinchey

Hobson

Hoeffel

Holden

Holt

Hooley

Horn

Hoyer

Inslee

Israel

Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jenkins

Johnson (CT) 

Jones (NC) 

Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski

Kaptur

Kelly

Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee

Kilpatrick

Kind (WI) 

King (NY) 

Kleczka

Kucinich

LaFalce

Langevin

Lantos

Larson (CT) 

LaTourette

Lee

Levin

Lewis (GA) 

Lewis (KY) 

LoBiondo

Lowey

Luther

Maloney (CT) 

Maloney (NY) 

Mascara

Matsui

McCarthy (NY) 

McCrery

McDermott

McGovern

McHugh

McKinney

McNulty

Meehan

Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 

Menendez

Millender-

McDonald

Miller, George 

Mink

Morella

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Ney

Norwood

Oberstar

Obey

Owens

Pallone

Pascrell

Pastor

Payne

Pelosi

Peterson (PA) 

Pickering

Pitts

Platts

Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 

Quinn

Rahall

Rangel

Regula

Reynolds

Rivers

Roemer

Rogers (KY) 

Rothman

Roukema

Roybal-Allard

Rush

Sanchez

Sanders

Sandlin

Sawyer

Saxton

Schakowsky

Scott

Sherman

Sherwood

Shows

Shuster

Simmons

Slaughter

Snyder

Spratt

Stark

Strickland

Stupak

Sweeney

Tauscher

Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 

Thurman

Towns

Upton

Velázquez

Vitter

Waters

Watson (CA) 

Watt (NC) 

Weiner

Weldon (PA) 

Whitfield

Wolf

Woolsey

Wynn

NOES—224

Aderholt

Akin

Armey

Baca

Bachus

Baird

Ballenger

Barcia

Barr

Barton

Becerra

Bentsen

Berkley

Berman

Berry

Biggert

Bilirakis

Bishop

Blumenauer

Blunt

Boehner

Bonilla

Bono

Boswell

Brady (TX) 

Brown (SC) 

Burr

Buyer

Calvert

Camp

Cannon

Cantor

Chabot

Chambliss

Clay

Collins

Combest

Costello

Cox

Cramer

Crane

Crenshaw

Cubin

Culberson

Cunningham

Davis (CA) 

Davis, Tom 

Deal

DeFazio

Delahunt

DeLay

DeMint

Diaz-Balart

Dicks

Dingell

Doggett

Dooley

Doolittle

Dreier

Dunn

Edwards

Ehrlich

Evans

Everett

Flake

Fletcher

Foley

Forbes

Ford

Frank

Frost

Gallegly

Ganske

Gillmor

Gonzalez

Goodlatte

Gordon

Goss

Graham

Granger

Graves

Green (WI) 

Gutknecht

Hall (OH) 

Hall (TX) 

Hansen

Hastings (WA) 

Hayes

Hayworth

Hefley

Herger

Hill

Hilleary

Hilliard

Hinojosa

Hoekstra

Honda

Hostettler

Hulshof

Hunter

Hyde

Isakson

Istook

Jefferson

John

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, E. B. 

Johnson, Sam 

Keller

Kennedy (MN) 

Kerns

Kingston

Kirk

Knollenberg

Kolbe

LaHood

Lampson

Largent

Larsen (WA) 

Latham

Leach

Lewis (CA) 

Linder

Lipinski

Lofgren

Lucas (KY) 

Lucas (OK) 

Manzullo

Markey

Matheson

McCarthy (MO) 

McCollum

McInnis

McIntyre

McKeon

Mica

Miller (FL) 

Miller, Gary 

Moore

Moran (KS) 

Moran (VA) 
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Myrick

Nethercutt

Northup

Nussle

Ortiz

Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pence

Peterson (MN) 

Petri

Phelps

Pombo

Pomeroy

Portman

Putnam

Radanovich

Ramstad

Rehberg

Reyes

Riley

Rodriguez

Rogers (MI) 

Rohrabacher

Ros-Lehtinen

Ross

Royce

Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 

Sabo

Schaffer

Schiff

Schrock

Sensenbrenner

Sessions

Shadegg

Shaw

Shays

Shimkus

Simpson

Skeen

Skelton

Smith (MI) 

Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 

Solis

Souder

Stearns

Stenholm

Stump

Sununu

Tancredo

Tanner

Tauzin

Terry

Thomas

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Thornberry

Thune

Tiahrt

Tiberi

Tierney

Toomey

Traficant

Turner

Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 

Walden

Walsh

Wamp

Watkins (OK) 

Watts (OK) 

Waxman

Weldon (FL) 

Weller

Wicker

Wilson

Wu

Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Burton

Callahan

Gibbons

Houghton

Issa

Mollohan

Murtha

Olver

Serrano

Visclosky

Wexler

Young (AK) 

b 2249

Messrs. OTTER, LIPINSKI, DICKS, 

THOMPSON of Mississippi, KIRK, 

WAMP, SCHIFF, KINGSTON, DIN-

GELL, FORD, and Ms. EDDIE BER-

NICE JOHNSON of Texas changed their 

vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 
Messrs. NEY, BAKER, SAXTON, 

TAYLOR of North Carolina, 

WHITFIELD, RUSH, BOYD, Mrs. 

CLAYTON, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mrs. 

EMERSON, and Ms. KILPATRICK 

changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 
So the amendment, as amended, was 

rejected.
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE

OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to 

clause 6 on rule XVIII, proceedings will 

now resume on those amendments on 

which further proceedings were post-

poned in the following order: amend-

ment No. 15 by Mrs. CLAYTON of North 

Carolina; amendment No. 11 by Mrs. 

BONO of California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MRS. CLAYTON

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

pending business is the demand for a 

recorded vote on the amendment of-

fered by the gentlewoman from North 

Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) on which fur-

ther proceedings were postponed and 

on which the noes prevailed by voice 

vote.
The Clerk will redesignate the 

amendment.
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-

corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 235, noes 183, 

not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 369] 

AYES—235

Abercrombie

Ackerman

Allen

Andrews

Baca

Baird

Baldacci

Baldwin

Barcia

Barrett

Bartlett

Bass

Becerra

Berkley

Berman

Bilirakis

Blagojevich

Blumenauer

Boehlert

Bonior

Borski

Boswell

Boucher

Brady (PA) 

Brown (FL) 

Brown (OH) 

Brown (SC) 

Capito

Capps

Capuano

Cardin

Carson (IN) 

Castle

Clay

Clayton

Clyburn

Coble

Condit

Conyers

Coyne

Crowley

Cummings

Davis (CA) 

Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 

DeFazio

DeGette

Delahunt

DeLauro

Deutsch

Dicks

Dingell

Doggett

Dooley

Doyle

Duncan

Ehlers

Ehrlich

Engel

Eshoo

Etheridge

Farr

Fattah

Ferguson

Filner

Foley

Ford

Fossella

Frank

Frelinghuysen

Frost

Gekas

Gephardt

Gilchrest

Gilman

Goode

Gordon

Greenwood

Grucci

Gutierrez

Hall (OH) 

Harman

Hart

Hastings (FL) 

Hayworth

Herger

Hinchey

Hobson

Hoeffel

Holden

Holt

Honda

Hooley

Horn

Hoyer

Inslee

Israel

Istook

Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson

Jenkins

Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, E. B. 

Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski

Kaptur

Kelly

Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee

Kilpatrick

Kind (WI) 

King (NY) 

Kleczka

Kucinich

LaFalce

Langevin

Lantos

Larson (CT) 

LaTourette

Lee

Levin

Lewis (GA) 

Lipinski

LoBiondo

Lofgren

Lowey

Luther

Maloney (CT) 

Maloney (NY) 

Markey

Mascara

Matheson

Matsui

McCarthy (NY) 

McCollum

McDermott

McGovern

McHugh

McIntyre

McKinney

McNulty

Meehan

Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 

Menendez

Millender-

McDonald

Miller, George 

Mink

Moore

Moran (VA) 

Morella

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Northup

Oberstar

Obey

Ortiz

Owens

Pallone

Pascrell

Pastor

Paul

Payne

Pelosi

Peterson (PA) 

Pitts

Platts

Pomeroy

Price (NC) 

Quinn

Rahall

Rangel

Regula

Reyes

Reynolds

Rivers

Roemer

Rogers (KY) 

Rohrabacher

Rothman

Roukema

Roybal-Allard

Royce

Rush

Sabo

Sanchez

Sanders

Sandlin

Sawyer

Saxton

Schakowsky

Schiff

Scott

Shays

Sherman

Sherwood

Shuster

Simmons

Slaughter

Smith (NJ) 

Smith (WA) 

Snyder

Solis

Spratt

Stark

Strickland

Stupak

Sununu

Sweeney

Tauscher

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Thurman

Tierney

Toomey

Towns

Traficant

Turner

Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 

Upton

Velázquez

Walsh

Waters

Watson (CA) 

Watt (NC) 

Waxman

Weiner

Weldon (PA) 

Wilson

Woolsey

Wu

Wynn

NOES—183

Aderholt

Akin

Armey

Bachus

Baker

Ballenger

Barr

Barton

Bentsen

Bereuter

Berry

Biggert

Bishop

Blunt

Boehner

Bonilla

Bono

Boyd

Brady (TX) 

Bryant

Burr

Buyer

Calvert

Camp

Cannon

Cantor

Carson (OK) 

Chabot

Chambliss

Clement

Collins

Combest

Cooksey

Costello

Cox

Cramer

Crane

Crenshaw

Cubin

Culberson

Cunningham

Davis, Jo Ann 

Davis, Tom 

Deal

DeLay

DeMint

Diaz-Balart

Doolittle

Dreier

Dunn

Edwards

Emerson

English

Evans

Everett

Flake

Fletcher

Forbes

Gallegly

Ganske

Gillmor

Gonzalez

Goodlatte

Goss

Graham

Granger

Graves

Green (TX) 

Green (WI) 

Gutknecht

Hall (TX) 

Hansen

Hastings (WA) 

Hayes

Hefley

Hill

Hilleary

Hilliard

Hinojosa

Hoekstra

Hostettler

Hulshof

Hunter

Hyde

Isakson

John

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones (NC) 

Keller

Kennedy (MN) 

Kerns

Kingston

Kirk

Knollenberg

Kolbe

LaHood

Lampson

Largent

Larsen (WA) 

Latham

Leach

Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (KY) 

Linder

Lucas (KY) 

Lucas (OK) 

Manzullo

McCarthy (MO) 

McCrery

McInnis

McKeon

Mica

Miller (FL) 

Miller, Gary 

Moran (KS) 

Myrick

Nethercutt

Ney

Norwood

Nussle

Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Pence

Peterson (MN) 

Petri

Phelps

Pickering

Pombo

Portman

Pryce (OH) 

Putnam

Radanovich

Ramstad

Rehberg

Riley

Rodriguez

Rogers (MI) 

Ros-Lehtinen

Ross

Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 

Schaffer

Schrock

Sensenbrenner

Sessions

Shadegg

Shaw

Shimkus

Shows

Simpson

Skeen

Skelton

Smith (MI) 

Smith (TX) 

Souder

Stearns

Stenholm

Stump

Tancredo

Tanner

Tauzin

Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 

Terry

Thomas

Thornberry

Thune

Tiahrt

Tiberi

Vitter

Walden

Wamp

Watkins (OK) 

Watts (OK) 

Weldon (FL) 

Weller

Whitfield

Wicker

Wolf

Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Burton

Callahan

Gibbons

Houghton

Issa

Mollohan

Murtha

Olver

Serrano

Visclosky

Wexler

Young (AK) 

b 2259

Mr. CALVERT changed his vote from 

‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

b 2300

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MRS. BONO

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). The pending 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 

gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 

BONO) on which further proceedings 

were postponed and on which the noes 

prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 

amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-

corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 296, noes 121, 

not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 370] 

AYES—296

Abercrombie

Ackerman

Aderholt

Allen

Andrews

Baca

Bachus

Baird

Baldacci

Baldwin

Barcia

Barr

Barrett

Bartlett

Barton

Becerra

Berkley

Berman

Berry

Bilirakis

Bishop

Blagojevich

Blumenauer

Boehlert

Bonior

Bono

Borski

Boucher

Boyd

Brady (PA) 

Brown (FL) 

Brown (OH) 

Brown (SC) 

Bryant

Buyer

Calvert

Camp

Capito

Capps

Capuano

Cardin

Carson (IN) 

Carson (OK) 

Chabot

Chambliss

Clay

Clayton

Clyburn

Coble

Collins

Condit

Conyers

Cooksey

Costello

Cox

Crenshaw

Crowley

Cubin

Cummings

Cunningham

Davis (CA) 

Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 

Davis, Jo Ann 

Deal

DeFazio

DeGette

Delahunt

DeLauro

DeLay

Deutsch

Diaz-Balart

Dicks

Dingell

Doggett

Doyle

Duncan

Ehlers

Emerson

Engel

English

Eshoo

Evans

Everett

Farr

Fattah

Ferguson

Filner

Foley

Forbes

Ford

Fossella

Frelinghuysen

Frost

Gallegly

Gekas

Gephardt

Gilman

Goode

Gordon

Goss

Graham

Green (TX) 

Grucci

Gutierrez

Hall (OH) 

Hansen

Harman

Hart

Hastings (FL) 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayworth

Hefley

Herger

Hill

Hilleary

Hilliard

Hinchey

Hobson

Hoeffel

Hoekstra

Holden

Holt

Honda

Hooley

Horn

Hoyer

Hunter

Hyde

Isakson

Israel

Istook

Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson

Jenkins

John

Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, E. B. 

Jones (NC) 

Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski

Kaptur

Kelly

Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee

Kilpatrick

King (NY) 

Kirk

Kleczka

Kucinich

LaFalce

LaHood

Langevin

Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 

Lee

Levin

Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (GA) 

Linder

Lipinski

LoBiondo

Lofgren

Lowey

Luther

Maloney (CT) 

Maloney (NY) 

Markey

Mascara

Matheson

Matsui

McCarthy (NY) 

McCollum

McDermott

McHugh

McInnis

McKinney

McNulty

Meehan

Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 

Menendez

Mica

Millender-

McDonald

Miller (FL) 

Miller, Gary 

Miller, George 

Mink

Moore

Moran (VA) 

Morella

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Norwood

Oberstar

Obey

Owens

Pallone

Pascrell

Payne

Pelosi

Phelps

Pickering

Pitts

Platts

Pomeroy

Portman

Pryce (OH) 

Putnam

Quinn

Radanovich

Rahall

Rangel

Regula

Rehberg

Riley

Rivers

Rodriguez

Roemer

Rogers (KY) 

Rogers (MI) 

Rohrabacher

Ros-Lehtinen

Ross

Rothman

Roybal-Allard

Royce

Rush

Sanchez

Sanders

Sandlin

Sawyer

Saxton

Schakowsky

Schiff

Scott

Sensenbrenner

Shadegg

Shaw

Shays

Sherman

Shimkus

Shows

Simmons

Skeen

Skelton

Slaughter

Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 

Snyder

Solis

Spratt

Stark

Stearns

Strickland

Stupak

Sweeney

Tauscher

Tauzin

Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 

Thomas

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 

Thune

Thurman

Tiberi

Tierney

Toomey

Towns

Traficant

Turner

Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 

Upton

Velázquez

Walden

Wamp

Waters

Watkins (OK) 

Watson (CA) 

Watt (NC) 

Watts (OK) 

Waxman

Weiner

Weldon (FL) 

Weldon (PA) 

Whitfield

Wicker

Wolf

Woolsey

Wu

Wynn

Young (FL) 

NOES—121

Akin

Armey

Baker

Ballenger

Bass

Bentsen

Bereuter

Biggert

Blunt

Boehner

Bonilla

Boswell

Brady (TX) 

Burr

Cannon

Cantor

Castle

Clement

Combest

Coyne

Cramer

Crane

Culberson

Davis, Tom 

DeMint

Dooley

Doolittle

Dreier

Dunn

Edwards

Ehrlich

Etheridge

Flake

Fletcher

Frank

Ganske

Gilchrest

Gillmor

Gonzalez

Goodlatte

Granger

Graves

Green (WI) 

Greenwood

Gutknecht

Hall (TX) 

Hayes

Hinojosa

Hostettler

Hulshof

Inslee

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, Sam 

Keller

Kennedy (MN) 

Kerns

Kind (WI) 

Kingston

Knollenberg

Kolbe

Lampson

Lantos

Largent

Latham

LaTourette

Leach

Lewis (KY) 

Lucas (KY) 

Lucas (OK) 

Manzullo

McCarthy (MO) 

McCrery

McGovern

McIntyre

McKeon

Moran (KS) 

Myrick

Nethercutt

Ney

Northup

Nussle

Ortiz

Osborne

Ose

Otter

Oxley

Pastor

Paul

Pence

Peterson (MN) 

Peterson (PA) 

Petri

Pombo

Price (NC) 

Ramstad

Reyes

Reynolds

Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 

Sabo

Schaffer

Schrock

Sessions

Sherwood

Shuster

Simpson

Smith (MI) 

Smith (WA) 

Souder

Stenholm

Stump

Sununu

Tancredo

Tanner

Terry

Thornberry

Tiahrt

Vitter

Walsh

Weller

Wilson

NOT VOTING—13 

Burton

Callahan

Gibbons

Houghton

Issa

Mollohan

Murtha

Olver

Roukema

Serrano

Visclosky

Wexler

Young (AK) 

b 2308

Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. 
TAUSCHER, and Mrs. KELLY changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. ACKERMAN

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. ACKER-

MAN:
At the end of title IX (page 354, after line 

16), insert the following new section: 

SEC. ll. UNLAWFUL STOCKYARD PRACTICES IN-
VOLVING NONAMBULATORY LIVE-
STOCK.

Title III of the Packers and Stockyards 

Act, 1921, (7 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is amended by 

adding at the end the following: 

‘‘SEC. 318. UNLAWFUL STOCKYARD PRACTICES 
INVOLVING NONAMBULATORY LIVE-
STOCK.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) HUMANELY EUTHANIZE.—The term ‘hu-

manely euthanize’ means to kill an animal 

by mechanical, chemical, or other means 

that immediately render the animal uncon-

scious, with this state remaining until the 

animal’s death. 

‘‘(2) NONAMBULATORY LIVESTOCK.—The term 

‘nonambulatory livestock’ means any live-

stock that is unable to stand and walk unas-

sisted.
‘‘(b) UNLAWFUL PRACTICES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), it shall be unlawful for any 

stockyard owner, market agency, or dealer 

to buy, sell, give, receive, transfer, market, 

hold, or drag any nonambulatory livestock 

unless the nonambulatory livestock has been 

humanely euthanized. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—

‘‘(A) NON-GIPSA FARMS.—Paragraph (1) 

shall not apply to any farm the animal care 

practices of which are not subject to the au-

thority of the Grain Inspection, Packers, and 

Stockyards Administration. 

‘‘(B) VETERINARY CARE.—Paragraph (1) 

shall not apply in a case in which non-

ambulatory livestock receive veterinary care 

intended to render the livestock ambulatory. 
‘‘(c) APPLICATION OF PROHIBITION.—Sub-

section (b) shall apply beginning one year 
after the date of the enactment of the Farm 
Security Act of 2001. By the end of such pe-
riod, the Secretary shall promulgate regula-
tions to carry out this section.’’. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to offer my amendment to 
prevent the marketing of downed ani-
mals.

As I stand here before you, the most 
horrific problem of animal abuse in the 
meat industry continues unchecked. A 
sick cow, unable to stand, is pulled off 
a truck by a tractor with a chain, then 
falls 4 feet to the ground at a stock-
yard. A frail day-old calf is dragged 
through an auction ring by a rope tied 
to its back leg while another calf, near-
ly comatose, is left in a corner dying. 
These are downed animals. The trans-
port and marketing of these incapaci-
tated animals creates tremendous 
human health concerns as well as hu-
mane concerns. 

These animals, known as downers, 
suffer beyond belief as they are kicked, 
dragged, and prodded with electric 
shocks in an effort to move them at 
auctions and intermediate markets en 
route to slaughter. They make up near-
ly one-tenth of 1 percent of the market. 
And not to euthanize them just be-
cause they are of no value when they 
are dead at marketplace is indeed a sin. 

It is practically impossible to move 
these animals humanely, so they are 
commonly dragged with chains and 
pushed around with tractors and fork 
lifts. In addition to brutal handling, 
downed animals routinely suffer for 
days without food, water, or veterinary 
attention. Livestock markets are not 
equipped nor can they be expected to 
provide these incapacitated animals 
with the intensive care they require, 
nor do we wish to saddle them with 
these costs. The only humane option 
for nonambulatory livestock at inter-
mediate markets is euthanasia. 

My amendment to protect both the 
public health and the downed animals 
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prohibits marketing of all non-

ambulatory livestock at intermediate 

markets, and it requires that incapaci-

tated animals be humanely euthanized 

at these facilities. This amendment 

does not apply to activities on farms, 

and it does not preclude veterinary 

care. It provides an appropriate remedy 

to an unnecessary and inexcusable 

practice.
The problem of downed animals has 

been addressed by many conscientious 

livestock organizations who have vol-

untarily adopted a no-downer policy in 

an effort to end this inhumane and 

cruel practice which can also pose a se-

rious threat to our public health. Meat 

from downed animals has an increased 

risk for bacterial contamination and 

other diseases, including neurological 

afflictions such as mad cow disease. 

The veterinary services department at 

the USDA itself, Mr. Chairman, has 

said that downed animals are the num-

ber two risk for mad cow disease. This 

is not a fringe idea. 
Last year, the USDA itself instituted 

a policy precluding the purchase of 

beef from downed animals for the na-

tional school lunch program because of 

these safety concerns. 

b 2315

How on God’s Earth can they justify 

marketing this to the rest of the coun-

try, when they say it is unsafe to put 

in our school lunch program? 
In addition to this, the fast food 

chains are doing the appropriate thing. 

Chains such as McDonald’s and Burger 

King and Wendy’s have all banned the 

use of meat from downed animals in 

their products. And who else? Cali-

fornia, the largest cattle producer in 

the country, Colorado and Illinois, 

have already prohibited the entry of 

downed animals into the food supply. 

Why just them? All Americans must be 

protected from this risk. 

And who else is in support? This 

measure is endorsed by the Central 

Livestock Association, which is com-

posed of 25,000 producers in five Mid-

western States alone. It is endorsed by 

Empire Livestock Marketing, the 

Georgia Cattlemen’s Association, and 

the National Pork Producers Council; 

and the National Cattlemen’s Beef Pro-

ducer Association have put in their 

code of ethics that they will not use 

downers.

And yet, and yet, there are some who 

kowtow to the few irresponsible folks 

within the industry in order to protect 

only one-tenth of 1 percent of the mar-

ket.

Earlier this year a Zogby America 

Poll of 1,000 people in our country 

found that four out of every five op-

posed the use of downed animals for 

human food. Yet despite a strong con-

sensus within the livestock industry, 

the animal welfare movement and 80 

percent of consumers that downed ani-

mals should not be sent to the stock-

yards, this practice continues, causing 
unnecessary animal suffering and an 
erosion of the public confidence in 
their food. We need to remedy this 
atrocity.

I urge all who are concerned about 
public health, all who are concerned 
about the humane treatment of ani-
mals to support the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The time of 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ACKERMAN) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ACKER-
MAN was allowed to proceed for 30 addi-
tional seconds.) 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask all Members to join in supporting 
the Ackerman amendment to help 
bring an end to the horrific abuse of 
our Nation’s food animals and to pro-
tect our Nation’s food supply. I ask 
that all of us vote in favor of the 
amendment.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. The hour 
is late, Mr. Chairman, but I think this 
is an important amendment; and I rise 
in strong support of the Ackerman- 
Houghton downed animal amendment. 
I want to thank them for bringing this 
issue to the floor. 

This amendment would prohibit the 
marketing of non-ambulatory live-
stock, or so-called downed animals, at 
intermediate markets and would re-
quire these sick animals to be hu-
manely euthanized. This amendment is 
important for two simple reasons: hu-
mans should not be exposed to food at 
risk for contamination, and there abso-
lutely is no excuse for animal cruelty. 

Animal cruelty can and should be 
minimized in our country’s slaughter-
houses. Downed animals, unable to 
walk on their own, are almost impos-
sible to humanely move due to sheer 
size and weight. Instead, they are 

chained, pulled, dragged, and prodded 

with electric shocks. 
Current policies do nothing to force 

handlers to treat sick animals hu-

manely, and instead some of them are 

even pushed by bulldozers into dead 

piles, where they eventually succumb 

to their injuries in unimaginable pain. 
Equally important, meat from 

downed animals is at risk for bacterial 

contamination. According to a recent 

Zogby poll, four out of five Americans 

oppose the use of downed animals for 

food. Also the USDA has instituted a 

policy precluding the purchase of beef 

from downed animals for national 

school lunch programs because they be-

lieve this meat is unsafe for consump-

tion. That should tell us something. 
Our Nation must humanely produce 

meat that is safe for everyone to eat. 

Due to the obvious animal suffering 

and the threat to human health that 

downed animals pose, humane eutha-

nasia is the only reasonable solution. 

It is civilized to oppose needless animal 

cruelty and inexcusable to allow it to 

continue.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting the 
Ackerman-Houghton amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to make a few observa-
tions for our colleagues. The Animal 
Welfare Act already contains provi-
sions that forbid needless intentional 
abuse of livestock anywhere. Also I 
want to make my colleagues aware of 
the concern of the American Veteri-
nary Medical Association regarding the 
prohibition on holding downer animals 
could prevent diagnose and treatment 
of downer animals. Just because an 
animal is down does not mean nec-
essarily that it cannot get up, provided 
you give it medication. 

Also our veterinarians tell us and 
USDA tells us that examination of 
downer livestock at markets and 
slaughter plants is an important part 
of our system to monitor for animal 
diseases such as BSE and tuberculosis. 
In other words, if we do not give our 
veterinarians time at livestock mar-
kets to examine what is truly wrong 
with that animal, if you immediately 
euthanize them, we perhaps may be 
setting back that which the authors of 
this amendment intend to happen. 

Now, I will not oppose the amend-
ment tonight because, again, we all 
agree that animals should not be 
abused. That is already against the 
law. But I would hope as we pursue this 
through the conference and we work 
with the gentleman from New York to 
make sure that this accomplishes ev-
erything that he and those who support 
the amendment intend, but I would 
point these possible unintended con-
sequences of this amendment that 
might need further work as we pursue 
it through the conference. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support 
the amendment by my colleagues from 
New York to prevent the marketing of 
downed livestock. On a daily basis, ani-
mals so sick that they can barely stand 
are dragged into the market to be sold 
to slaughterhouses. That is abusive and 
torturous, it is bad treatment of these 
sick and injured animals, it is cruel 
and it places our food supply at risk. 

In response to the fact that meat 
from downed animals is more likely to 
be contaminated, the USDA now pro-
hibits the purchase of beef from 
downed animals into the National 

School Lunch Program. Major fast food 

restaurants forbid the use of downed 

animals in their products. While we 

can compliment these small measures, 

we must give the USDA the authority 

to deal with the downed animal prob-

lem.
In order to protect both our animals 

and our food supply, we need to prevent 

the marketing of downed livestock. I 

urge my colleagues to join me in the 

support of this amendment. 
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Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite 

number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

this amendment. Our agricultural pol-

icy in the United States has been very 

strong about humane treatment for 

animals that are to be used for profit. 

What this amendment does is address 

animals that will be slaughtered. These 

are animals that are in stockyards, 

that are going to either be auctioned or 

have been auctioned, and are downed, 

which means they are animals that 

have been injured. They tend to be ei-

ther old dairy cows or male calves born 

into dairy herds and sold for veal. 
I think this amendment continues a 

policy which this House adopted a few 

years ago which said when you trans-

port animals to slaughter that they 

have to be transported in a humane 

fashion. We have humane slaughter 

practices. We have humane transpor-

tation plants, not only for slaughter, 

but for every agricultural livestock 

animal there is, from chickens to rab-

bits. The whole gambit of transpor-

tation is controlled by Federal law and 

State law as well. 
The Zogby poll of U.S. adults found 

that 79 percent oppose the use of 

downed animals in human food supply. 

You have just heard of the prohibitions 

that we already have in law about 

using downed animals in certain school 

lunch programs and so on. 
What I want to remind the House is 

that in all cases these are animals that 

are being used for a profit, for cor-

porate investment, to make a profit on 

the product of these animals, and what 

is being asked here is to adopt the 

same sound humane practices that we 

require for every other link in that 

chain.
I think it is an appropriate amend-

ment for us to address, and I hope the 

committee will adopt it. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
Mr. Chairman, I just want to say to 

the gentleman from New York that I 

think the committee would be cer-

tainly willing to accept the amend-

ment.
I do want to point out, as the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) did, 

some of the same concerns there are. 

No one is going to try to justify the in-

humane treatment of an animal, but 

there are a couple of issues that I do 

think we need to try to make for sure 

that we address as we are looking 

through this. 
This has been an issue that for some 

time has obviously been discussed. It 

may have been the gentleman’s bill 

back in 1996, H.R. 2143, on which Sec-

retary Glickman wrote a letter to the 

committee in this regard, and, again, 

just a couple of points. One of the 

things that I think highlights this is 

that it says, ‘‘This bill may cause some 

producers of livestock to dispose of 
sick and diseased animals outside of 
normal marketing channels. This 
would increase the risk of these ani-
mals being slaughtered for human con-
sumption without appropriate inspec-
tion.’’ Obviously, I think, none of us 
would want that to occur. 

‘‘As well, downed animals are one of 
the bases of BSE or mad cow disease 
test regime.’’ We certainly know the 
implications that this has in other 
countries, as it has had around the 
world, and how fortunate we are to be 
able to keep that out. I would not want 
us to do something that would in fact 
increase the chances of not being able 
to catch those diseases early. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gen-
tleman has no interest in any of these 
unintended consequences, but these are 
things that have been expressed and 
looked at over a period of time that we 
certainly would like to try to make 
sure we might be able to, as we work 
through this, even perfect more, with-
out undermining the intent of the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for his accepting 
of our amendment. We really appre-
ciate it. I am absolutely delighted to 
work with the gentleman on those con-
cerns that he has just raised, which are 
very, very legitimate and are of con-
cern to us to make sure these are ame-
liorated as it moves forward. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman and urge passage of the amend-
ment.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the practice of marketing downed ani-
mals—animals unable to walk because of 
sickness or illness—is an inhumane and dis-
ease-ridden practice. It’s cruel to animals. It’s 
bad for people. It’s good for nothing. 

Many livestock yards pass on the costs and 
disposal of downed animals to slaughter-
houses. Often, the result is torture. Downed 
animals which cannot move must be prodded 
and dragged to be transported from a live-
stock yard to a slaughterhouse. Bacterial in-
fection runs high in downed animals. 

The Humane Society reports an elevated 
risk among downed animals for ‘‘Mad Cow 
Disease’’ which has been fatal to humans. 
Since the majority of downed animals are milk 
cows contamination could be widespread. Un-
fortunately, the industry’s self-imposed regula-
tions against marketing downed animals are 
not being met. 

So we need to legislate uniform industry 
standards by passing the Ackerman amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ACKERMAN).

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 35 offered by Ms. KAPTUR:
At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

TITLE X—BIOFUELS ENERGY 
INDEPENDENCE ACT OF 2001 

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Biofuels 

Energy Independence Act of 2001’’. 

SEC. 1002. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds as follows: 

(1) Currently the United States annually 

consumes about 164,000,000,000 gallons of ve-

hicle fuels and 5,600,00,000 gallons of heating 

oil. In 2000, 52.9 percent of these fuels were 

imported, yielding a $109,000,000,000 trade def-

icit with the rest of the world. 

(2) This Act would shift America’s depend-

ence away from foreign petroleum as an en-

ergy source toward alternative, renewable, 

domestic agricultural sources. 

(3) Strategic Petroleum Reserve policy 

should encourage domestic production to the 

greatest extent possible. 

(4) 92.2 percent of the Strategic Petroleum 

Reserve has been purchased from foreign 

sources: 41.9 percent from Mexico, 24 percent 

from the United Kingdom, and over 20 per-

cent from OPEC nations. 

(5) Strategic Petroleum Reserve policy 

also should encourage the development of al-

ternatives to the Nation’s reliance on petro-

leum such as biomass fuels. 

(6) The benefits of biofuels are as follows: 

(A) ENERGY SECURITY.—

(i) With agricultural commodity prices 

reaching record lows and petroleum prices 

reaching record highs, it is clear that more 

can and should be done to utilize domestic 

surpluses of biobased oils to enhance the Na-

tion’s energy security. 

(ii) Biofuels can be manufactured using ex-

isting industrial capacity. 

(ii) Biofuels can be used with existing pe-

troleum infrastructure and conventional 

equipment.

(iv) Biofuels can start to address our de-

pendence on foreign energy sources imme-

diately.

(B) ECONOMIC SECURITY.—

(i) With continued dependence upon im-

ported sources of oil, our Nation is strategi-

cally vulnerable to disruptions in our oil 

supply.

(ii) Renewable biofuels domestically pro-

duced have the potential for ending this vul-

nerable dependence on imported oil. 

(iii) Increased use of renewable biofuels 

would result in significant economic benefits 

to rural and urban areas and would help re-

duce the trade deficit. 

(iv) According to the Department of Agri-

culture, a sustained annual market of 

100,000,000 gallons of biodiesel would result in 

$170,000,000 in increased income to farmers. 

(v) Farmer-owned biofuels production has 

already resulted in improved income for 

farmers, as evidenced by the experience with 

a State-supported program in Minnesota 

that has helped to increase prices to corn 

producers by $1.00 per bushel. 

(C) ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY.—

(i) The use of grain-based ethanol reduces 

greenhouse gas emissions from 35 to 46 per-

cent compared with conventional gasoline. 

Biomass ethanol provides an even greater re-

duction.

(ii) The American Lung Association of 

Metropolitan Chicago credits ethanol-blend-

ed reformulated gasoline with reducing 

smog-forming emissions by 25 percent since 

1990.
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(iii) Ethanol reduces tailpipe carbon mon-

oxide emissions by as much as 30 percent. 

(iv) Ethanol reduces exhaust volatile or-

ganic compounds emissions by 12 percent. 

(v) Ethanol reduces toxic emissions by 30 

percent.

(vi) Ethanol reduces particulate emissions, 

especially fine-particulates that pose a 

health threat to children, senior citizens, 

and those with respiratory ailments. 

(vii) Biodiesel contains no sulfur of aro-

matics associated with air pollution. 

(viii) The use of biodiesel provides a 78.5 

percent reduction in CO2 emissions compared 

to petroleum diesel and when burned in a 

conventional engine provides a substantial 

reduction of unburned hydrocarbons, carbon 

monoxide, and particulate matter. 

Subtitle A—Biofuels Feedstocks Energy 
Reserve Program 

SEC. 1011. ESTABLISHMENT. 

The Secretary of Agriculture (in this sub-

title referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) may es-

tablish and administer a reserve of agricul-

tural commodities (known as the ‘‘Biofuels 

Feedstocks Energy Reserve’’) for the purpose 

of—

(1) providing feedstocks to support and fur-

ther the production of energy from biofuels; 

and

(2) supporting the biofuels energy industry 

when production is at risk of declining due 

to reduced feedstocks or significant com-

modity price increases. 

SEC. 1012. PURCHASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pur-

chase agricultural commodities at commer-

cial rates, subject to subsection (b), in order 

to establish, maintain, or enhance the 

Biofuels Feedstocks Energy Reserve when— 

(1)(A) the commodities are in abundant 

supply; and 

(B) there is need for adequate carryover 

stocks to ensure a reliable supply of the 

commodities to meet the purposes of the re-

serve; or 

(2) it is otherwise necessary to fulfill the 

needs and purposes of the biofuels energy re-

serve program. 

(b) LIMITATION.—The agricultural commod-

ities purchased for the Biofuels Feedstocks 

Energy Reserve shall be— 

(1) of the type and quantity necessary to 

provide not less than 1-year’s utilization for 

renewable energy purposes; and 

(2) in such additional quantities to provide 

incentives for research and development of 

new renewable fuels and bio-energy initia-

tives.

SEC. 1013. RELEASE OF STOCKS. 

Whenever the market price of a com-

modity held in the Biofuels Feedstocks En-

ergy Reserve exceeds 100 percent of the eco-

nomic cost of producing the commodity (as 

determined by the Economic Research Serv-

ice using the best available information, and 

based on a 3-year moving average), the Sec-

retary shall release stocks of the commodity 

from the reserve at cost of acquisition, in 

amounts determined appropriate by the Sec-

retary.

SEC. 1014. STORAGE PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide for the storage of agricultural commod-

ities purchased for the Biofuels Feedstocks 

Energy Reserve by making payments to pro-

ducers for the storage of the commodities. 

The payments shall— 

(1) be in such amounts, under such condi-

tions, and at such times as the Secretary de-

termines appropriate to encourage producers 

to participate in the program; and 

(2) reflect local, commercial storage rates, 

subject to appropriate conditions concerning 

quality management and other factors. 
(b) ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROGRAM.—

(1) TIME OF ANNOUNCEMENT.—The Secretary 

shall announce the terms and conditions of 

the storage payments for a crop of a com-

modity by— 

(A) in the case of wheat, December 15 of 

the year in which the crop of wheat was har-

vested;

(B) in the case of feed grains, March 15 of 

the year following the year in which the crop 

of corn was harvested; and 

(C) in the case of other commodities, such 

dates as may be determined by the Sec-

retary.

(2) CONTENT OF ANNOUNCEMENT.—In the an-

nouncement, the Secretary shall specify the 

maximum quantity of a commodity to be 

stored in the Biofuels Feedstocks Energy Re-

serve that the Secretary determines appro-

priate to promote the orderly marketing of 

the commodity, and to ensure an adequate 

supply for the production of biofuels. 
(c) RECONCENTRATION.—The Secretary may, 

with the concurrence of the owner of a com-

modity stored under this program, recon-

centrate the commodity stored in commer-

cial warehouses at such points as the Sec-

retary considers to be in the public interest, 

taking into account such factors as transpor-

tation and normal marketing patterns. The 

Secretary shall permit rotation of stocks 

and facilitate maintenance of quality under 

regulations that assure that the holding pro-

ducer or warehouseman shall, at all times, 

have available for delivery at the designated 

place of storage both the quantity and qual-

ity of the commodity covered by the pro-

ducer’s or warehouseman’s commitment. 
(d) MANAGEMENT.—Whenever a commodity 

is stored under this section, the Secretary 

may buy and sell at an equivalent price, al-

lowing for the customary location and grade 

differentials, substantially equivalent quan-

tities of the commodity in different loca-

tions or warehouses to the extent needed to 

properly handle, rotate, distribute, and lo-

cate the commodity that the Commodity 

Credit Corporation owns or controls. The 

purchases to offset sales shall be made with-

in 2 market days following the sales. The 

Secretary shall make a daily list available 

showing the price, location, and quantity of 

the transactions. 
(e) REVIEW.—In announcing the terms and 

conditions under which storage payments 

will be made under this section, the Sec-

retary shall review standards concerning the 

quality of a commodity to be stored in the 

Biofuels Feedstocks Energy Reserve, and 

such standards should encourage only qual-

ity commodities, as determined by the Sec-

retary. The Secretary shall review inspec-

tion, maintenance, and stock rotation re-

quirements and take the necessary steps to 

maintain the quality of the commodities 

stored in the reserve. 

SEC. 1015. USE OF COMMODITY CREDIT COR-
PORATION.

The Secretary shall use the Commodity 

Credit Corporation, to the extent feasible, to 

carry out this subtitle. To the maximum ex-

tent practicable consistent with the effective 

and efficient administration of this subtitle, 

the Secretary shall utilize the usual and cus-

tomary channels, facilities, and arrange-

ments of trade and commerce. 

SEC. 1016. REGULATIONS. 
Not later than 60 days after November 28, 

2001, the Secretary shall issue such regula-

tions as are necessary to carry out this sub-

title.

Subtitle B—Biofuels Financial Assistance 
SEC. 1021. LOANS AND LOAN GUARANTEES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (in this section referred to as the 
‘‘Secretary’’) may make and guarantee loans 
for the production, distribution, develop-
ment, and storage of biofuels. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), an applicant for a loan or loan 

guarantee under this section shall be eligible 

to receive such a loan or loan guarantee if— 

(A) the applicant is a farmer, member of an 

association of farmers, member of a farm co-

operative, municipal entity, nonprofit cor-

poration, State, or Territory; and 

(B) the applicant is unable to obtain suffi-

cient credit elesewhere to finance the actual 

needs of the applicant at reasonable rates 

and terms, taking into consideration pre-

vailing private and cooperative rates and 

terms in the community in or near which the 

applicant resides for loans for similar pur-

poses and periods of time. 

(2) LOAN GUARANTEE ELIGIBILITY PRECLUDES

LOAN ELIGIBILITY.—An applicant who is eligi-

ble for a loan guarantee under this section 

shall not be eligible for a loan under this sec-

tion.
(c) LOAN TERMS.—

(1) INTEREST RATE.—Interest shall be pay-

able on a loan under this section at the rate 

at which interest is payable on obligations 

issued by United States for a similar period 

of time. 

(2) REPAYMENT PERIOD.—A loan under this 

section shall be repayable in not less than 5 

years and not more than 20 years. 
(d) REVOLVING FUND.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a revolving fund for the making of 

loans under this section. 

(2) DEPOSITS.—The Secretary shall deposit 

into the revolving fund all amounts received 

on account of loans made under this section. 

(3) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall make 

loans under this section, and make payments 

pursuant to loan guarantees provided under 

this section, from amounts in the revolving 

fund.
(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may pre-

scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out this section. 

(f) LIMITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—For the cost (as defined in 
section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform 
Act of 1990) of loans and loan guarantees 
under this section, there are authorized to be 
appropriated to the revolving fund estab-
lished under subsection (d) such sums as may 
be necessary for fiscal years 2002 through 
2009.

Subtitle C—Funding Source and Allocations 
SEC. 1031. FUNDING FOR CONSERVATION FUND-

ING.
(a) REDUCTION IN FIXED DECOUPLED PAY-

MENTS AND COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAYMENTS.—
Notwithstanding sections 104 and 105, the 
Secretary of Agriculture (in this subtitle re-
ferred to as the Secretary) shall reduce by 
$2,000,000,000 the total amount otherwise re-
quired to be paid under such sections in each 
of fiscal years 2002 through 2011, in accord-
ance with this section. 

(b) MAXIMUM TOTAL PAYMENTS BY TYPE

AND FISCAL YEAR.—In making the reductions 
required by subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall ensure that— 

(1) the total amount paid under section 104 

does not exceed— 

(A) $3,425,000,000 in fiscal year 2002; or 

(B) $4,325,000,000 in any of fiscal years 2003 

through 2011; and 

(2) the total amount paid under section 105 

does not exceed— 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00111 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.003 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE18892 October 4, 2001 
(A) $3,332,000,000 in fiscal year 2003; 

(B) $4,494,000,000 in fiscal year 2004; 

(C) $4,148,000,000 in fiscal year 2005; 

(D) $3,974,000,000 in fiscal year 2006; 

(E) $3,701,000,000 in fiscal year 2007; 

(F) $3,222,000,000 in fiscal year 2008; 

(G) $2,596,000,000 in fiscal year 2009; 

(H) $2,057,000,000 in fiscal year 2010; or 

(I) $1,675,000,000 in fiscal year 2011. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS.

KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that section 1031 

that is a part of this amendment be re-

placed with the new version that was 

given to the desk and to both sides so 

that we could consider this in full. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the modification. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment offered by Ms. 

KAPTUR:
Strike section 1031 of the amendment 

and insert the following: 

SEC. 1031. FUNDING FOR CONSERVATION FUND-
ING.

(a) REDUCTION IN FIXED DECOUPLED PAY-

MENTS AND COUNTER-CYCLICAL PAYMENTS.—

Notwithstanding sections 104 and 105, the 

Secretary of Agriculture (in this subtitle re-

ferred to as the Secretary) shall reduce by 

$2,000,000,000 the total amount otherwise re-

quired to be paid under such sections in fis-

cal years 2002 through 2011, in accordance 

with this section. 
(b) MAXIMUM TOTAL PAYMENTS BY TYPE

AND FISCAL YEAR.—In making the reductions 

required by subsection (a), the Secretary 

shall ensure that— 

(1) the total amount paid under section 

104 does not exceed— 

(A) $5,123,000,000 in fiscal year 2002; or 

(B) $5,224,000,000 in any of fiscal years 

2003 through 2011; and 

(2) the total amount paid under section 

105 does not exceed— 

(A) $3,794,000,000 in fiscal year 2003; 

(B) $5,317,000,000 in fiscal year 2004; 

(C) $4,949,000,000 in fiscal year 2005; 

(D) $4,785,000,000 in fiscal year 2006; 

(E) $4,539,000,000 in fiscal year 2007; 

(F) $4,058,000,000 in fiscal year 2008; 

(G) $3,447,000,000 in fiscal year 2009; 

(H) $2,885,000,000 in fiscal year 2010; or 

(I) $2,495,000,000 in fiscal year 2011. 

Ms. KAPTUR (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the modification be consid-

ered as read and printed in the RECORD.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentlewoman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the original request 

of the gentlewoman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR)

is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

bring attention to a vital national 

issue, our energy security. America’s 

greatest strategic vulnerability re-

mains our dangerous dependence on 

foreign fuels. 

b 2330

Imagine, we import over one-half of 

what it takes to fuel this Nation. 

The President’s energy plan pre-

sented earlier this year gave precious 

little attention to the viability of re-

newable biofuels as an answer to our 

predicament, and it did not offer a sin-

gle charge directly to our U.S. Depart-

ment of Agriculture to lead us out of 

the woods. At a minimum, I would say 

that is gross negligence. 
American agriculture has the enor-

mous capability to break our depend-

ence on imported petroleum, but the 

bill before us today, with all due re-

spect to the hardworking committee, 

does not lead us toward the maximiza-

tion of biofuels and higher value-added 

production for our farmers. 
Forty years ago in this Chamber, 

President Kennedy made his famous 

speech challenging our Nation to think 

broadly. He set the goal of putting a 

man on the moon by the end of that 

decade. I will just read some of his 

words where he said, ‘‘It is time for the 

Nation to take longer strides, time for 

great new American enterprise to 

clearly play a leading role in space 

achievement which, in many ways,’’ he 

said, ‘‘holds the key to our future on 

Earth.’’ But he admitted we as a Na-

tion had never made the national deci-

sions or marshaled the national re-

sources required of such leadership. In-

deed, on the energy front, we are in the 

same predicament. 
It is time for us to take longer 

strides and create a new American en-

terprise. We have the resources and tal-

ent on every farm and field in this 

country; we have talent at the U.S. De-

partment of Agriculture. We have our 

land grant universities, but we do not 

have a specified goal. We do not have a 

time schedule. Our resources are spread 

around with questionable coordination 

and, truly, no urgency. 
Consider that in 1985 we imported 31 

percent of our fuel imports. Today, 

that is nearly double, nearly 58.5 per-

cent. Our population is growing, our 

energy demands are growing, our en-

ergy dependency on foreign sources is 

growing.
So what is our answer? What is our 

plan? How long can we wait? Do not 

the events of recent weeks remind us of 

how vulnerable our dependency has 

made us? In fact, the current recession 

was directly due initially to the rising 

cost of petroleum, imported petroleum 

that has rippled through this market-

place. Have we not heard from farmer 

after farmer that they would rather get 

their income from the marketplace 

rather than from government pay-

ments? Are we afraid of the challenge? 

Are we unable to commit to a goal? 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment before 

us today seeks to do two primary 

things. It seeks to establish a farmer- 

held biofuels feedstock energy reserve 

held by our farmers. By devoting a por-

tion of our abundance to biofuels pro-

duction, which is renewable and be-

longs to us, we provide the assurances 

that a fledgling industry needs to ex-

pand. Second, it gives the Secretary of 

Agriculture the authority to make or 

guarantee loans for the development, 

production, distribution, and storage of 

biofuels.

If all corn, just taking corn, cur-

rently being planted was used for eth-

anol, based on current technology, we 

would get one-fifth of our vehicle fuel 

from ethanol, which is all we import. 

Obviously, as research improves and 

other cellulose and oil sources from our 

fields are added, we will get much 

more, just as we went from Mercury to 

Gemini to Apollo. So the farmer gets 

paid by the marketplace instead of 

government payments. 

We have also seen the positive im-

pact of biofuels programs on the farm 

balance sheet. Last month, I was able 

to travel to Minnesota, the leading 

State in our country for ethanol and 

biofuels production, to see for myself 

what a difference the States’ program, 

working hand-in-hand with the private 

sector and farmers in that State, has 

made over the last decade. It is truly 

impressive. Everyone in Minnesota is 

using ethanol, and farmers have found 

that they can get a dollar more per 

bushel because of the increased de-

mand.

Every one of our auto manufacturers 

produces vehicles that can use these 

fuels. It is a matter of national secu-

rity, and I ask for support of the 

amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment, as 

modified, offered by the gentlewoman 

from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding that under the rules, 

this amendment is not in order and, 

therefore, I am forced to withdraw the 

amendment, but in no way do I wish to 

diminish the importance of the concept 

that I have been discussing here this 

evening. I would really beg for the 

Chair’s consideration as time goes on 

and for the ranking member’s consider-

ation of this important issue of renew-

able biofuels as a critical part of what 

our Department of Agriculture should 

be involved in. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, if 

the gentlewoman will yield, I would 

just say to her, as we said to the gen-

tleman from Iowa (Mr. BOSWELL) yes-

terday on a similar amendment, this is 

an idea whose time has not yet quite 

come, but I do not have any doubt that 

we will be considering this if not in an 

agriculture bill, in a national energy 

policy bill. I appreciate the gentle-

woman withdrawing it today, because 

it would have had the same problems of 

funding that the conservation bill, et 

cetera, had, so I appreciate her co-

operation and I assure her that we will 

continue to work with her as we have 

throughout the year in continuing to 

build on this concept. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-

out objection, the amendment is with-

drawn.
There was no objection. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would just say to the 

gentlewoman as well that the whole 

idea of renewable fuels in a wide vari-

ety is obviously something that is of 

great benefit to this country. I think it 

has also given the emphasis that we 

are placing today on energy and new 

energy sources that further develop-

ment in this is critical. As the gen-

tleman from Texas stated, obviously, 

one of the big concerns is the readjust-

ment of monies which have gone in in 

a very balanced way. 
The concept the gentlewoman has I 

think is something that certainly 

needs further development, and I would 

agree that I think a major opportunity 

for this lies and exists as overall en-

ergy policies and energy programs are 

being looked at. Those of us who work 

on the Committee on Agriculture that 

come from a parochial interest also 

have this from a standpoint that we 

think there are some wonderful oppor-

tunities here for farmers as well. So we 

will be happy to work with the gentle-

woman.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, I thank the 

chairman very much and the ranking 

member for participating in this dis-

cussion.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment No. 38 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
In subsection (g)(2) in the quoted matter in 

section 747 of the bill (page 302, line 16), 

strike ‘‘one percent’’ and insert ‘‘10 percent’’. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED

BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the line 

that says ‘‘insert 10 percent,’’ instead 

of 10, insert ‘‘3 percent.’’ 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the modification. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to Amendment No. 38 offered 

by Mr. KUCINICH:
Strike 10 percent and insert 3 percent. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) is 

recognized for 5 minutes on his amend-

ment, as modified. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment will increase the amount 

of environmental risk assessment re-

search.
USDA has funded significant biotechnology 

research aimed at creating new agricultural 

products, while almost no research is con-
ducted on the risks of these products. USDA 
spends over $100 million a year on biotech 
commercialization research. 

The impacts of biotechnology must be un-
derstood so federal regulators can minimize 
environmental impacts. 

H.R. 2646 begins to address this concern 
by reauthorizing a biotechnology risk assess-
ment program. 

However, H.R. 2646 fails to authorize 
enough funding, which is set at only 1% of the 
total USDA biotech research budget. 

The current USDA biotech risk assessment 
program gives $1.8 million per year for re-
search grants. However, many excellent 
projects remain unfunded. 

This amendment expands biotechnology risk 
assessment research funds from 1% to 3% of 
the total USDA biotech research budget. 

Endorsed by: National Farmers Union, Na-
tional Farmers Organization, National Family 
Farm Coalition, Sierra Club, and Environ-
mental Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH).
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-

man, let me just say that the gen-

tleman from Ohio and I have talked 

and we both agree that we need to re-

view this kind of biotech research in 

such a way that it is going to assure 

food safety, and that we need to have 

the kind of new research that is going 

to make sure that not only can we con-

vince the American people, but we are 

in a better position to convince Europe 

and Japan and the rest of the world. 
In my three hearings that I have held 

on biotech, we do not want to diminish 

our review of the normal cross-breed-

ing of the products that we get, but I 

think it is important that we move 

ahead with greater assurance. So I sup-

port the amendment at 3 percent, and 

USDA can accommodate some place 

between 2.5 and 3 percent. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I want to thank the 

gentleman and thank the chairman, 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-

BEST), and the ranking member, the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),

for their cooperation. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
I just want to say to the gentleman 

we appreciate his cooperation in trying 

to work through this, finding it as 

something that would be acceptable 

and that we could try to work with. We 

have no objections from the committee 

on this side and we will be happy to ac-

cept the amendment. I yield back. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 

words.
I understand that the chairman is 

willing to accept this amendment, and 

that being the case, obviously I go 

along with my chairman. But as the 

chairman of the subcommittee that has 

jurisdiction over biotechnology, I real-

ly want to say to the gentleman that 

we have a program that has been in 

place since 1990. The program is work-

ing very, very well. I do not see any ob-

jections particularly to whether it is 1 

percent or whether it is anything more 

or less than that. 
The problem I have with this amend-

ment is that all of these grants are 

very competitive. Our research sta-

tions, our research universities need 

absolutely all the money that they can 

get to be able to do the research on bio-

technology. If we do not do the re-

search on it, the risk assessment is 

meaningless.
We need the money allocated to re-

search. The risk assessment is a much 

broader issue. It involves social issues 

as well as particular research issues. I 

really have a problem with taking 

money away from research itself and 

trying to allocate it to something else 

that involves a political and a social 

issue. While we are willing to look at 

this issue in conference and I under-

stand the gentleman’s concern about 

this, because I have a concern too. 
I do not think there is any question 

but that biotechnology is the future of 

agriculture. Our folks who are using 

GMO products today are producing bet-

ter yields and higher quality products 

than we have ever seen in the history 

of agriculture. We need for folks 

around the world to accept those prod-

ucts, and we are going to continue to 

work to make sure that happens. But 

the way we do that I think is putting 

more money into research and not so 

much money into the political aspect 

of it. 
Mr. Chairman, as Chairman of the Sub-

committee on Research, I have held a number 
of hearings on the safety of agricultural bio-
technology to both human health and the envi-
ronment. What I heard from the scientific com-
munity was that the risks of biotech plants are 
no different than the risks of similar plants de-
veloped using traditional methods, such as 
cross-breeding. This has been the conclusion 
of many reports on agricultural biotechnology 
by prestigious national and international sci-
entific bodies. 

Moreover, Federal regulations require 
biotech companies bringing new plants to mar-
ket to perform rigorous field testing to ensure 
that their products do not harm the environ-
ment. 

It should also be noted that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture gets barely enough re-
search proposals to spend the money already 
available to the risk assessment program 
under current law. By increasing mandated 
funding to 10 percent, this amendment would 
cut into funding needed for research into new 
biotech plants that have tremendous potential 
benefits. Mandated funding at three percent 
might be accommodated. 

This Agricultural bill includes funding for re-
search I promoted to sequence the genomes 
of plant pathogens, research that could lead to 
better, more environmentally-friendly ways to 
attack crop pests that cost farmers and tax-
payers hundreds of million of dollars each 
year. Other research will produce plants that 
can grow in salty soil, clean up hazardous 
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wastes, produce renewable fuels, and provide 
enhanced nutrition. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia. I want to assure 
the gentleman that 97 percent of the 
research that you support is protected, 
that this amendment seeks to utilize 
percent for environmental risk assess-
ment. I want to, since my good friend 
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) and I have 
debated a lot of the issues that the gen-
tleman refers to, from our respective 
positions, I think there is a point here 
where we can have some bipartisan 
agreement. I want to let the gentleman 
from Georgia know that I am sympa-
thetic to his concerns, and I would ap-
preciate his consideration of this posi-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment, as 
modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 34 offered by Ms. KAPTUR:
Page ll, line ll, insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. ll. FAMILY FARMER COOPERATIVE MAR-
KETING.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) PRODUCER.—Subsection (b) of section 3 

of the Agricultural Fair Practices Act of 1967 

(7 U.S.C. 2302) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘poultryman,’’ after 

‘‘dairyman,’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘The term includes a person furnishing 

labor, production management, facilities, or 

other services for the production of an agri-

cultural product.’’. 

(2) ASSOCIATION OF PRODUCERS.—Subsection

(c) of such section is amended by inserting 

‘‘that engages in the marketing of such agri-

cultural products or of agricultural services 

described in the second sentence of sub-

section (b), including associations’’ before 

‘‘engaged in’’. 

(3) ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS.—Such section 

is further amended by striking subsection (e) 

and inserting the following new subsections: 
‘‘(e) The term ‘accredited association’ 

means an association of producers accredited 
by the Secretary of Agriculture in accord-
ance with section 6. 

‘‘(f) The term ‘designated handler’ means a 
handler that is designated pursuant to sec-
tion 6. 

‘‘(g) The terms ‘bargain’ and ‘bargaining’ 
mean the performance of the mutual obliga-
tion of a handler and an accredited associa-
tion to meet at reasonable times and for rea-
sonable periods of time for the purpose of ne-
gotiating in good faith with respect to the 
price, terms of sale, compensation for prod-
ucts produced or services rendered under 
contract, or other provisions relating to the 
products marketed, or the services rendered, 
by the members of the accredited association 
or by the accredited association as agent for 
the members.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITED PRACTICES.—Section 4 of 
the Agricultural Fair Practices Act of 1967 (7 
U.S.C. 2303) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding the subsections, 

by striking ‘‘the following practices;’’ and 

inserting ‘‘any of the following practices:’’ 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘inter-

fere with, restrain, or’’ before ‘‘coerce’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-

sections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) and inserting 

a period; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 

subsections:
‘‘(g) To refuse to bargain in good faith with 

an accredited association, if the handler is 

designated pursuant to section 6. 
‘‘(h) To dominate or interfere with the for-

mation or administration of any association 

of producers or to contribute financial or 

other support to an association of pro-

ducers.’’.
(c) BARGAINING IN GOOD FAITH.—Section 5 

of the Agricultural Fair Practices Act of 1967 

(7 U.S.C. 2304) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 5. BARGAINING IN GOOD FAITH. 
‘‘(a) CLARIFICATION OF OBLIGATION.—The

obligation of a designated handler to bargain 

in good faith shall apply with respect to an 

accredited association and the products or 

services for which the accredited association 

is accredited to bargain. The good-faith bar-

gaining required between a handler and an 

accredited association does not require ei-

ther party to agree to a proposal or to make 

a concession. 
‘‘(b) EXTENSION OF SAME TERMS TO ACCRED-

ITED ASSOCIATION.—If a designated handler 

purchases a product or service from pro-

ducers under terms more favorable to such 

producers than the terms negotiated with an 

accredited association for the same type of 

product or services, the handler shall offer 

the same terms to the accredited associa-

tion. Failure to extend the same terms to 

the accredited association shall be consid-

ered to be a violation of section 4(g). In com-

paring terms, the Secretary of Agriculture 

shall take into consideration (in addition to 

the stipulated purchase price) any bonuses, 

premiums, hauling or loading allowances, re-

imbursement of expenses, or payment for 

special services of any character which may 

be paid by the handler, and any sums paid or 

agreed to be paid by the handler for any 

other designated purpose than payment of 

the purchase price. 
‘‘(c) MEDIATION AND ARBITRATION.—The

Secretary of Agriculture may provide medi-

ation services with respect to bargaining be-

tween an accredited association and a des-

ignated handler at the request of either the 

accredited association or the handler. If an 

impasse in bargaining has occurred (as deter-

mined by the Secretary), the Secretary shall 

provide assistance in proposing and imple-

menting arbitration agreements between the 

accredited association and the handler. The 

Secretary may establish a procedure for 

compulsory and binding arbitration if the 

Secretary finds that an impasse in bar-

gaining exists and such impasse will result 

in a serious interruption in the flow of an ag-

ricultural product to consumers or will cause 

substantial economic hardship to producers 

or handlers involved in the bargaining.’’. 
(d) ACCREDITATION OF ASSOCIATIONS AND

DESIGNATION OF HANDLERS.—The Agricul-

tural Fair Practices Act of 1967 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 6 and 7 (7 

U.S.C. 2305, 2306) as sections 9 and 11, respec-

tively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 5 (7 U.S.C. 

2304) the following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 6. ACCREDITATION OF ASSOCIATIONS AND 
DESIGNATION OF HANDLERS. 

‘‘Not later than ll after the date of the 

enactment of this section, the Secretary 

shall establish procedures— 

‘‘(1) to accredit associations seeking to 

bargain on behalf of producers on an agricul-

tural product or service; and 

‘‘(2) for designation of handlers with whom 

producer associations seek to bargain.’’. 
(e) INVESTIGATIVE POWERS OF SECRETARY.—

The Agricultural Fair Practices Act of 1967 

(7 U.S.C. 2301 et seq.) is amended by inserting 

after section 6 (as added by subsection (d)(2)) 

the following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 7. INVESTIGATIVE POWERS OF SECRETARY. 
‘‘(a) INVESTIGATIVE POWERS.—The Sec-

retary of Agriculture shall have the fol-

lowing powers to carry out the objectives of 

this Act, including the conduct of any inves-

tigations or hearings: 

‘‘(1) The Secretary may require any person 

to establish and maintain such records, 

make such reports, and provide such other 

information as the Secretary may reason-

ably require. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary and any officer or em-

ployee of the Department of Agriculture, 

upon presentation of credentials and a war-

rant or such other order of a court as may be 

required by the Constitution— 

‘‘(A) shall have a right of entry to, upon, or 

through any premises in which records re-

quired to be maintained under paragraph (1) 

are located, and 

‘‘(B) may at reasonable times have access 

to and copy any records, which any person is 

required to maintain or which relate to any 

matter under investigation or in question. 
‘‘(b) TREATMENT OF RECORDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), any records, reports, or infor-

mation obtained under this section shall be 

available to the public. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Upon a showing satisfac-

tory to the Secretary of Agriculture that 

records, reports, or information acquired 

under this section, if made public, would di-

vulge confidential business information, the 

Secretary shall consider such record, report, 

or information or particular portion thereof 

confidential in accordance with section 1905 

of title 18, United States Code, except that 

the Secretary may disclose such record, re-

port, or information to other officers, em-

ployees, or authorized representatives of the 

United States concerned with carrying out 

this Act or when relevant in any proceeding 

under this Act. 
‘‘(c) POWERS RELATED TO HEARINGS.—

‘‘(1) ATTENDANCE OF WITNESSES.—In mak-

ing inspections and investigations under this 

Act, the Secretary of Agriculture may re-

quire the attendance and testimony of wit-

nesses and the production of evidence under 

oath.

‘‘(2) SUBPOENA POWER.—The Secretary, 

upon application of any party to a hearing 

held under section 9, shall forthwith issue to 

such party subpoenas requiring the attend-

ance and testimony of witnesses or the pro-

duction of evidence requested in such appli-

cation. Within five days after the service of 

a subpoena on any person requiring the pro-

duction of any evidence in the possession of 

the person or under the control of the per-

son, the person may petition the Secretary 

to revoke such subpoena. The Secretary 

shall revoke such subpoena if in the opinion 

of the Secretary the evidence whose produc-

tion is required does not relate to any mat-

ter in question, or if such subpoena does not 

describe with sufficient particularity the 

evidence whose production is required. 

‘‘(3) OATHS AND OTHER MATTERS.—The Sec-

retary, or any officer or employee of the De-

partment of Agriculture designated for such 

purpose, shall have power to administer 

oaths, sign and issue subpoenas, examine 
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witnesses, and receive evidence. Witnesses 

shall be paid the same fees and mileage al-

lowance as are paid witnesses in the courts 

of the United States. 
‘‘(d) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—In the case of 

any failure or refusal of any person to obey 

a subpoena or order of the Secretary of Agri-

culture under this section, any district court 

of the United States, within the jurisdiction 

of which such person is found or resides or 

transacts business, upon the application by 

the Secretary shall have jurisdiction to issue 

to such person an order requiring such per-

son to appear to produce evidence if, as, and 

when so ordered to give testimony relating 

to the matter under investigation or in ques-

tion. Any failure to obey such order of the 

court may be punished by the court as a con-

tempt of court.’’. 
(f) ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS TO PRE-

VENT PROHIBITED PRACTICES.—The Agricul-

tural Fair Practices Act of 1967 (7 U.S.C. 2301 

et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 

7 (as added by subsection (e)) the following 

new section: 

‘‘SEC. 8. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS TO PRE-
VENT PROHIBITED PRACTICES. 

‘‘(a) PETITION.—Any person complaining of 

any violation of section 4 or other provision 

of this Act may apply to the Secretary of 

Agriculture by petition, which shall briefly 

state the facts serving as the basis for the 

complaint. If, in the opinion of the Sec-

retary, the facts contained in the petition 

warrant further action, the Secretary shall 

forward a copy of the petition to the accred-

ited association or handler named in the pe-

tition, who shall be called upon to satisfy 

the complaint, or to answer it in writing, 

within a reasonable time to be prescribed by 

the Secretary. 
‘‘(b) INVESTIGATION AND COMPLAINT.—If

there appears to be, in the opinion of the 

Secretary, reasonable grounds for inves-

tigating a complaint made under subsection 

(a), the Secretary of Agriculture shall inves-

tigate such complaint or notification. In the 

opinion of the Secretary, if the investigation 

substantiates the existence of a violation of 

section 4 or other provision of this Act, the 

Secretary may cause a complaint to be 

issued. The Secretary shall have the com-

plaint served by registered mail or certified 

mail or otherwise on the person concerned 

and afford such person an opportunity for a 

hearing thereon before a duly authorized ex-

aminer of the Secretary in any place in 

which the subject of the complaint is en-

gaged in business. 
‘‘(c) HEARING.—The person complained of 

shall have the right to file an answer to the 

original and any amended complaint and to 

appear in person or otherwise and give testi-

mony. The person who filed the charge shall 

also have the right to appear in person or 

otherwise and give testimony. Any such pro-

ceeding shall, as far as practicable, be con-

ducted in accordance with the rules of evi-

dence and the rules of civil procedure appli-

cable in the district courts of the United 

States.
‘‘(d) ORDERS.—If, upon a preponderance of 

the evidence, the Secretary of Agriculture is 

of the opinion that the person subject to the 

complaint has violated section 4 or other 

provision of this Act, the Secretary shall 

issue an order containing the Secretary’s 

findings of fact and requiring the person to 

cease and desist from such violation. The 

Secretary may order such further affirma-

tive action, including an award of damages 

to compensate the person filing the petition 

for the damages sustained, as will effectuate 

the policies of this Act and make the person 

filing the petition whole. 

‘‘(e) COMPLAINTS INSTITUTED BY SEC-

RETARY.—The Secretary of Agriculture may 

at any time institute an investigation under 

subsection (b) if there appears to be, in the 

opinion of the Secretary, reasonable grounds 

for the investigation and the matter to be in-

vestigated is such that a petition is author-

ized to be made to the Secretary. The Sec-

retary shall have the same power and au-

thority to proceed with any investigation in-

stituted under this subsection as though a 

petition had been filed under subsection (a), 

including the power to make and enforce any 

order.
‘‘(f) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—

‘‘(1) OBTAINING REVIEW.—Any person ag-

grieved by a final order of the Secretary of 

Agriculture issued under subsection (d) may 

obtain review of such order in the United 

States Court of Appeals for the District of 

Columbia by submitting to such court within 

30 days from the date of such order a written 

petition praying that such order be modified 

or set aside. 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF FINDINGS.—The findings 

of the Secretary with respect to questions of 

fact, if supported by substantial evidence on 

the record, shall be conclusive. 

‘‘(3) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO SEEK TIMELY RE-

VIEW.—If no petition for review, as provided 

in paragraph (1), is filed within 30 days after 

service of the Secretary’s order, the order 

shall not be subject to review in any civil or 

criminal proceeding for enforcement, and the 

findings of fact and order of the Secretary 

shall be conclusive in connection with any 

petition for enforcement which is filed by 

the Secretary after the expiration of such pe-

riod. In any such case, the clerk of the court, 

unless otherwise ordered by the court, shall 

forthwith enter a decree enforcing the order 

and shall transmit a copy of such decree to 

the Secretary and the person named in the 

complaint.

‘‘(4) EFFECT ON ORDERS OF THE SEC-

RETARY.—The commencement of proceedings 

under this section shall not operate as a stay 

of an order of the Secretary under subsection 

(d), unless specifically ordered by the 

court.’’.
(g) PREEMPTION.—The Agricultural Fair 

Practices Act of 1967 (7 U.S.C. 2301 et seq.) is 

amended by inserting after section 9 (as re-

designated by subsection (d)(1)) the following 

new section: 

‘‘SEC. 10. PREEMPTION. 
‘‘This Act shall not invalidate the provi-

sions of any existing or future State law 

dealing with the same subjects as this Act, 

except that such State law may not permit 

any action that is prohibited by this Act. 

This Act shall not deprive the proper State 

courts of jurisdiction under State laws deal-

ing with the same subjects as this Act.’’. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is called the Family Farm-

er Cooperative Marketing Act of 2001. 
For too long now, farmers in our 

country have been losing power in the 

marketplace, many times not even 

knowing it. Tens of thousands of fam-

ily farmers produce commodities and 

provide services under contract ar-

rangements with processing firms or 

handlers. Commodities currently pro-

duced under contract include fruits and 

vegetables, turkeys, chickens, hogs, 

popcorn, milk, and beef; and the list is 

likely to continue to increase. We need 

a fair balance of market power between 

the processors and the producers. That 

is why some States have already taken 

their own action and the Agricultural 

Marketing Service of our Department 

of Agriculture considers contracting 

and agriculture one of the most impor-

tant issues of our day. 
Our amendment would strengthen 

the Agriculture Fair Practices Act of 

1967 in the following way: it would re-

quire the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 

to establish a system of accreditation 

for voluntary, cooperative associations 

of agricultural producers. It would pro-

vide for good faith bargaining between 

processors or handlers and cooperative 

associations of agricultural producers. 

It would allow for mediation by the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture to re-

solve impasses in bargaining, and it 

would provide investigative and en-

forcement authority for the Secretary 

of Agriculture. 
This amendment is very similar to 

H.R. 230 which I introduced earlier this 

year. The campaign for contract agri-

culture reform has said this bill en-

hances the power of producers and 

their cooperatives to stabilize farm in-

come.

b 2345

The bill receives specific support 

from the National Farmers Organiza-

tion and the National Pork Producers 

Council. The American Farm Bureau 

Federation also passed policy resolu-

tions on the importance of contracting 

in agriculture. I also had submitted for 

the RECORD another amendment deal-

ing with the need to provide the De-

partment of Agriculture with the same 

authority over the poultry industry in 

this Nation that it already has over the 

beef and pork industries. 
There is great concentration in all of 

these sectors. Former Grain Inspection 

and Packers and Stockyard Adminis-

trator James Baker testified before our 

Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri-

culture, Rural Development, Food and 

Drug Administration and Related 

Agencies, that this equivalent author-

ity is most definitely needed to make 

sure our poultry producers are afforded 

the same safeguards as are available 

for beef and pork. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time if the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)

would engage, I understand that the 

committee may be willing to hold 

hearings on the concerns that many of 

us have about the needs for producers 

to have their rights to fairly and open-

ly negotiate contracts with processors. 

If the gentleman is willing to commit 

that the Committee on Agriculture 

will hold a hearing on this issue and 

GIPSA’s authority on poultry in the 

days to come, then I am prepared to 

withdraw my amendment with that as-

surance.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, if 

the gentlewoman will yield, let me say 

that the gentlewoman is correct. I am 

willing, based on the assurances of my 

chairman to assure my colleague that 
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the committee will hold a hearing on 

these topics as our schedule permits. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for his assurance, and 

also the chairman for his interest in 

this issue. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to further emphasize what the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) said. 

We have some exchange of letters in 

this regard and we appreciate the gen-

tlewoman’s cooperation and we look 

forward to working with her on this 

matter.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw the 

amendment in anticipation of those 

hearings.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-

jection to the request of the gentle-

woman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any further amendments? 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 

of this legislation. The Agriculture Committee 
has met the challenge of drafting a com-
prehensive farm bill that balances many com-
peting priorities. For the first time, the Com-
mittee was confronted with the needs of a 
sector not historically represented in past farm 
bills: specialty crops, the mainstay of Cali-
fornia agriculture. 

Although California produces over 200 dif-
ferent crops, many of these crops such as 
fruits and vegetables have not been high-
lighted in previous farm bills because these in-
dustries were relatively healthy. Unfortunately, 
specialty crops are hurting more now than 
ever because of cheap imports, labor short-
ages, high input cost such as pesticides, 
water, electricity, gasoline and bearing the 
burden of state and federal regulations and 
trade agreements that have not always 
panned out for specialty crops. 

H.R. 2646 benefits the fruit and vegetable 
industries while also positively impacting con-
servation, trade, nutrition assistance, rural de-
velopment, and research. Most importantly, it 
maintains a very important prohibition of plant-
ing fruits and vegetables on contract acres. 
This prohibition is key to ensuring the future 
economic stability within the specialty crop 
sector. 

Increasing Market Access Program funds by 
$110 million is also a major achievement of 
this bill, since fruits and vegetables benefit the 
most from this program. Additionally, USDA 
Section 32 funds are boosted by $200 million. 
This increase enables USDA to purchase ad-
ditional wholesome and nutritional products, 
such as peaches, tomatoes, apricots, pears 
and a variety of other specialty crop commod-
ities for school lunch programs and other fed-
eral feeding programs. A significant increase 
in the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram funding includes targeted spending for 
water conservation assistance. The Technical 
Assistance Specialty Crop Fund in created to 
help remove or assist with sanitary/ 

phytosanitary trade barriers and increase ex-
ports of U.S. specialty crops within the global 
marketplace. Streamlining APHIS’ procedures 
enables USDA to respond quickly and more 
effectively to plant and animal and pest and 
disease emergencies. These are only a few of 
the many provisions that address specialty 
crop concerns. 

The growing and unique needs of fruit and 
vegetable industries are well represented in 
this legislation which is intended to meet the 
needs of agriculture for the next 10 years. As 
the legislative process continues, I look for-
ward to continuing my work with my col-
leagues to develop new ways to assist our 
farmers who, after all, work so hard to main-
tain the safest and most reliable food supply 
in the world. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Farm Security Act. This legislation is the 
product of over two years of preparation by 
the House Agriculture Committee in consulta-
tion with agriculture and environmental groups, 
and most importantly, American Farmers. 

I had an opportunity to testify at one of the 
many field hearings the Committee held. Dur-
ing my testimony, I told the Committee that 
the government’s approach to agriculture 
should focus on the farmer. I spoke of the im-
portance of maintaining a market approach, 
encouraging productivity, reducing regulatory 
costs, and managing risk. I also discussed the 
importance of emphasizing cooperation and 
incentives instead of punitive measures in 
dealing with conservation. And I addressed 
the need to expand markets through fair trade 
and the development of new uses through re-
search and development initiatives. 

But it was the input of farmers that I believe 
was of most value to the Committee in formu-
lating the farm bill. I believe the Agriculture 
Committee did a good job of incorporating the 
input of farmers into the bill. The Committee 
worked to preserve the market-base philos-
ophy of Freedom to Farm, while strengthening 
the safety net for farmers by replacing the un-
predictable ad hoc system of emergency pay-
ments with a system of counter cyclical pay-
ments that farmers can rely upon. 

The bill also provides a balanced approach 
between boosting commodity programs and 
supporting the important goal of conservation. 
With an increase of 80 percent over baseline 
spending for conservation programs, this truly 
is the most environmentally sensitive farm bill 
ever produced. 

Mr. Chairman, the horrible terrorist attacks 
of September 11th have focused the nation’s 
attention on the need to shore up our national 
security. While doing so, it is important to re-
member that America’s food supply is a vital 
national security issue. By passing this bill, 
this Congress shows that we realize this fact, 
and we demonstrate that we truly speak with 
one voice when it comes to acting in the best 
interests of the American people. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, since the 
New Deal, the federal government has fos-
tered the equitable development of rural areas 
with farm credit and other programs that are 
the foundation of the small farm sector that is 
struggling to hold on today. Direct farm oper-
ating and ownership loans are an integral part 
of the historic and ongoing mission of the 

USDA and much needed resource for all pro-
ducers, not just minority, socially disadvan-
taged, and beginning farmers. The viability of 
America’s small farms rests heavily on these 
loans, and the ability of the federal govern-
ment to assist them in times of crisis. 

Our agreement with the majority preserves 
this traditional role of the USDA as the lender 
of last resort, keeping open entry to agriculture 
for a new generation of farmers by restoring 
the direct lending role that would otherwise be 
ended in 5 years, while maintaining our sup-
port of current farmers and the tough eco-
nomic situation they are continually faced with. 

We have also agreed with the majority to 
address our concerns with loan participation 
data collection and our concerns with the 
transparency and accountability in Farm Serv-
ice Agency County Committee elections. 

Target Participation Rates for USDA loans 
would help to determine the rates of participa-
tion for women and minority farmers in relation 
to participation of other farmers in the same 
county. This information would then be made 
available to the public via the USDA web site. 

These Target Participation Rates, which the 
majority has so generously agreed to hold a 
Full Agriculture Committee hearing on, are 
needed as minority farmers have shown that 
they have repeatedly been discriminated 
against by the USDA and by Farm Service 
Agency County Committee members. The 
Congressional Research Service reports ‘‘the 
largest USDA loans (top 1 percent) went to 
corporations (65 percent) and white male 
farmers (25 percent) loans to black males 
averaged $4,000 (or 25 percent) less than 
those loans given to white males; 97 percent 
of disaster payments went to white farmers; 
less than 1 percent went to black farmers.’’ 

The majority has also agreed that in our Full 
Agriculture Committee hearing we will discuss 
the election procedures for Farm Service 
Agency County Committees. These commit-
tees have been the source for much of the 
discrimination that minority farmers have suf-
fered. These committee elections are not by 
secret ballot, ballots are opened and tabulated 
as they come in. The lack of a secret ballot 
has affected minority representation on these 
committees, which in turn has affected how 
minority farmers have received loans. To en-
sure that these County Committees operate 
equitably everywhere, we need the majority to 
understand the benefit of fair elections, of 
opening and tabulating the results of these 
elections in a public forum, and that the infor-
mation on election participation data be made 
available to the farmers and the public. Hope-
fully in our hearing we will be able to convince 
them of the pressing need for change in these 
areas. I want to commend the majority for our 
bi-partisan approach to this issue and want to 
thank the chairman for the time. 

I also want to thank the over 70 organiza-
tions that were pushing for passage of this 
Farm bill, especially our friends at the Rural 
Coalition and the National Farmers Union, and 
want to encourage them to keep up their hard 
work. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
strongly opposed to the amendment altering 
the provisions of the Agriculture Committee’s 
bill. 

Make no mistake about it. The purpose of 
this amendment to kill the sugar program, 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00116 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR01\H04OC1.004 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 18897October 4, 2001 
similar to the unsuccessful attempts in the 
past. 

The amendment will keep the current pro-
gram, which has devastated domestic sugar. 
Today, there are only two commercial sugar 
plantations left in Hawaii, the result of the 
1996 Act which has crippled the industry and 
left thousands of Americans unemployed, 
many of them in Hawaii. What this nation 
needs now is more American jobs, not fewer. 

In addition it would cut the existing supports 
by $.03 a pound. A rough calculation indicates 
such a move would transfer $500.0 million 
from the domestic sugar producers to the food 
processors. 

While sugar prices have plummeted, food 
prices have risen. The wholesale price of 
sugar has dropped 29 percent since the 1996 
law while sweetened product prices have risen 
4 percent-14 percent. It is not difficult to deter-
mine that consumers will not see one dime of 
that $500.0 million. It will go straight into the 
pockets of the food manufacturers and proc-
essors who have soaked up all the additional 
revenue resulting from staggeringly low sugar 
prices since the 1996 Act. 

Not only will the food processors unfairly 
benefit, but more foreign-produced sugar will 
pour into the country. My colleagues, in nu-
merous cases, that imported sugar will cer-
tainly be produced by child labor and with no 
environmental protections. 

How on earth are we helping either our own 
country or the rest of the world by adopting 
this amendment? 

We’ve heard reports of candy manufacturers 
moving to Mexico. That is their prerogative, as 
much as I disagree with their abandoning 
America. The distortion that has been perpet-
uated, however, is that it is because of do-
mestic sugar prices. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Domestic sugar prices in Mex-
ico have been consistently higher in Mexico 
than in the U.S. The reason they and other 
manufacturers have moved to Mexico is that 
labor costs are far lower and environmental 
protections are unenforced and ignored. 

The Mexican government, and other foreign 
producers, then dump production in excess of 
their domestic consumption, regardless of their 
domestic price, on the world market for what-
ever price they can get. That is called the 
‘‘world price’’ of sugar. In reality, it is the dump 
price, and that is the price at which the sup-
porters of the amendment want to purchase 
sugar. 

My colleagues, this amendment is strictly 
about money. It is about whether money will 
be paid to American workers for an American 
product produced with environmental protec-
tions and labor standards or whether it goes 
directly to the food processors and manufac-
turers to increase their profits regardless of 
the consequences domestically or internation-
ally. 

The House Agriculture Committee has de-
veloped a fair, rational and effective way to 
keep this industry producing an American 
product by American workers. I urge you in 
the strongest possible terms to reject this cyn-
ical, ill-conceived attack on American sugar 
producers and on hard-working people. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2646, the Farm Security Act of 2001, 
which authorizes domestic and international 

agricultural programs that support American 
farmers and promotes American agricultural 
products throughout the world. It is important 
for Congress to support America’s family farm-
ers, agricultural industries, commodity packers 
and shippers, and the millions of Americans 
who benefit from the multibillion dollar agri-
culture industry that is the bread basket for the 
world. 

I wish to commend Chairman COMBEST for 
his leadership in crafting the Farm Security 
Act and for ensuring that the many complex 
facets of American agriculture policy are ade-
quately addressed. 

I am especially pleased that the bi-partisan 
Farm Security Act does more than ever to pro-
mote international relief efforts through the 
Food for Progress and Food for Peace pro-
grams and also makes necessary reforms for 
these vitally important feeding programs. In-
deed, these programs provide much needed 
food for the world’s poor and starving, and are 
also coupled with sustainable development 
programs that teach the poor how to farm and 
increase food production. 

Title III of H.R. 2646, also authorizes the 
McGovern-Dole International Food for Edu-
cation Initiative that provides school lunches 
for needy boys and girls that attend school 
throughout the developing world. This is a 
noble endeavor that I enthusiastically endorse. 

I am pleased that many farmers, producers, 
packers and shippers as well not-for-profits, 
including Catholic Relief Services, support 
H.R. 2646. 

I am, however, mindful of the concerns 
voiced by the President regarding the cost of 
some of the domestic agricultural programs 
authorized by H.R. 2646, and share his view 
that improvements, including the cost of some 
programs, require additional review. Therefore, 
it is my goal to have the President’s concerns 
addressed at a House-Senate Conference that 
reconciles differences between H.R. 2646 and 
the companion measure of this bill that will be 
considered by the Senate. I also believe that 
a shorter authorization period is in the national 
interest and hope that it will be agreed to dur-
ing the House-Senate Conference on the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, while I agree with the Presi-
dent that H.R. 2646 is not a perfect bill and 
will require modifications in order for the Presi-
dent to sign a final measure and have it en-
acted into law, I believe that H.R. 2646 serves 
as a good legislative vehicle to negotiate a bi- 
partisan agreement in Congress that will ad-
dress many of the President’s understandable 
objections. Therefore, with these caveats, I in-
tend to support H.R. 2646. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-
sition to section 762(c) of this legislation. 

Methyl bromide is a powerful ozone deplet-
ing substance. Releasing methyl bromide into 
the environmental degrades the Earth’s pro-
tective stratospheric ozone layer, increasing 
the risks of skin cancer and cataracts. As a re-
sult, the United States has joined with the 
international community to phase-out methyl 
bromide by 2005 with only limited exceptions. 

Unfortunately, section 762(c) of the ‘‘Farm 
Security Act’’ could be interpreted to grant the 
Secretary of Agriculture the authority to allow 
continued use of methyl bromide even if the 
use is not in conformity with our international 
commitments under the Montreal Protocol. 

The provisions may well circumvent or over-
ride regulations issued under the Clean Air Act 
and the Montreal Protocol. 

This language could shift EPA’s traditional 
authority to implement the Protocol to the De-
partment of Agriculture, notwithstanding the 
fact that Congress affirmed EPA’s primacy on 
this issue as recently as 1998. 

Additionally, the provision waive compliance 
with the Administrative Procedures Act, the 
Department of Agriculture’s policy on public 
participation, and the Paperwork Reduction 
Act. These provisions could significantly un-
dermine our efforts to protect the stratospheric 
ozone layer as well as the nation’s credibility 
in international meetings. 

These provisions are strongly opposed by 
the environmental community, including the 
following groups: American Rivers, Friends of 
the Earth, Greenpeace, League of Conserva-
tion Voters, National Audubon Society, Na-
tional Environmental Trust, National Parks 
Conservation Association, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Physicians for Social Re-
sponsibility, 20/20 Vision. 

Mr. Chairman, we should strike these poten-
tially destructive provisions. I urge all mem-
bers to support removing these provisions as 
this bill proceeds through the legislative proc-
ess. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

CHAMBLISS) having assumed the chair, 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman 

pro tempore of the Committee of the 

Whole House on the State of the Union, 

reported that that Committee, having 

had under consideration the bill (H.R. 

2646) to provide for the continuation of 

agricultural programs through fiscal 

year 2011, had come to no resolution 

thereon.

f 

FOOD INSPECTION SYSTEM 

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 

extend his remarks and include therein 

extraneous material.) 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Madam 

Speaker, we took up the agricultural 

bill yesterday. We are going to do that 

again today. I think one area that we 

might want to reconsider looking at 

once this gets to conference or maybe 

even amendments today is an issue 

that relates to terrorism, and that is, 

our potential worst problem that we 

have in this country is the food inspec-

tion system. 
Tommy Thompson reports that they 

have 750 agents looking at 130 points of 

entry, 55,000 places around America. 

Agriculture has thousands of inspec-

tors compared to their 750. I think it is 

reasonable that we consider and talk 

about the possibility that those inspec-

tions in agriculture that are just look-

ing for what is allowed into this coun-

try or maybe some insects need to 

team up and have a greater ability to 
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add to the energy of HEW in terms of 

the food health inspection. 
To assure credibility and integrity, I 

would ask that the two statements op-

posing and supporting my amendment 

yesterday also be entered into the 

RECORD at this point. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, October 3, 2001. 
‘‘There’s a lot of medium-sized farmers 

that need help, and one of the things that 

we’re going to make sure of as we restruc-

ture the farm program next year is that the 

money goes to the people it’s meant to 

help.’’—President George W. Bush, August, 

2001
DEAR COLLEAGUE: Few people are aware 

that many of our farm commodity programs, 

for all of their good intentions, are set up to 

disburse payments with little regard to farm 

size or financial need. Often in our rush to 

provide support for struggling farmers we 

overlook just where that support is going: 
This amendment only limits price sup-

ports, not AMTA, conservation, or any other 

type of farm payment. 
The largest 18 percent of farms receive 74 

percent of federal farm program payments. 
In 1999, 47 percent of farm payments went 

to large commercial farms, which had an av-

erage household income of $135,000. 
The bulk of benefits over $150 thousand 

paid out on the 2000 harvest went to cotton 

and rice farmers—in fact, two large rice co-

operatives in Arkansas collected nearly $150 

million between them. 
Unlimited government price supports for 

program commodities disproportionately 

skews federal farm aid to the largest of pro-

ducers while encouraging overproduction and 

allowing the largest producers to become 

even larger. Let’s do more to be fair to small 

and moderate size family farm operations by 

establishing meaningful, effective payment 

limitations.

CBO Has Scored This Amendment as Saving 

$1.31 Billion! 

Support the Smith-Armey-Blumenauer- 

McInnis-Shays amendment on federal price 

support limitations 

Sincerely,

NICK SMITH,

Member of Congress. 

Representative Smith states that his 

amendment will only affect the very largest 

of recipients. 
Mr. Smith is wrong. 
He claims that it would take 1,950 acres of 

cotton or 17,000 acres of rice to reach the 

payment limit he references. In reality, it 

would take 432 acres of cotton or 700 acres of 

rice.
What the Smith amendment will do: Com-

promises the integrity of the agricultural 

marketing system; punishes medium-size 

farmers, the very ones he claims to be help-

ing; adversely affects producers who use 

marketing certificates; and drastically re-

duces the effectiveness of the marketing 

loan

Oppose the Nick Smith Amendment 

I would like to add that less than 1 percent 
of imported food is inspected and that there 
were over 76 thousand reported food poi-
soning last year. 

It is generally agreed that the 21st century 
brings with it a new era in the biological 
sciences with advances in molecular biology 
and biotechnology that promise longer, 
healthier lives and the effective control, per-
haps elimination of a host of acute and chron-

ic diseases. The prospects are bright but there 
is a dark side—the possibility that infectious 
agents might be developed and produced as 
offensive weapons; that new or emergent in-
fections, like HIV/AIDS or old diseases or 
other pathogens need to be guarded against 
at our borders. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order 

of the House, the following Members 

will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana (at the re-

quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today and the 

balance of the week on account of per-

sonal reasons. 

Mr. GIBBONS (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for today after 4:00 p.m. and 

October 5 on account of personal rea-

sons.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 

heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. STENHOLM) to revise and 

extend their remarks and include ex-

traneous material:) 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. MCKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes, 

today.

(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. COMBEST) to revise and ex-

tend their remarks and include extra-

neous material:) 

Mr. BRADY of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, October 5. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 

PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-

ports that on October 3, 2001 he pre-

sented to the President of the United 

States, for his approval, the following 

bills.

H.R. 1583. To designate the Federal build-

ing and United States courthouse located at 

121 West Spring Street in New Albany, Indi-

ana, as the ‘‘Lee H. Hamilton Federal Build-

ing and United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 1860. To reauthorize the Small Busi-

ness Technology Transfer Program, and for 

other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 11 o’clock and 50 minutes 

p.m.), the House adjourned until to-

morrow, Friday, October 5, 2001, at 9 

a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 

communications were taken from the 

Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

4093. A letter from the Acting Executive 

Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-

mission, transmitting the Commission’s 

final rule—Method for Determining Market 

Capitalization and Dollar Value of Average 

Daily Trading Volume; Application of the 

Definition of Narrow-Based Security Index; 

Joint Final Rule [Release No. 34–44724; File 

No. S7–11–01] (RIN: 3235–AI13) received Sep-

tember 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-

culture.
4094. A letter from the Acting Executive 

Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-

mission, transmitting the Commission’s 

final rule—Designated Contract Markets in 

Security Futures Products: Notice-Designa-

tion Requirements, Continuing Obligations, 

Applications for Exemptive Orders, and Ex-

empt Provisions (RIN: 3038–AB82) received 

September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-

culture.
4095. A letter from the Acting Executive 

Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-

mission, transmitting the Commission’s 

final rule—A New Regulatory Framework for 

Clearing Organizations (RIN: 3038–AB66) re-

ceived September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-

riculture.
4096. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Bispyribac-Sodium; Pesticide 

Tolerance [OPP–301175; FRL–6803–2] (RIN: 

2070–AB78) received September 13, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. 
4097. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Bentazon; Pesticide Toler-

ance [OPP–301172; FRL–6803–2] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 13, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.
4098. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Mefenoxam; Pesticide Toler-

ance [OPP–301170; FRL–6801–4] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 13, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.
4099. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Fluoroxypyr 1–Methylheptyl 

Ester; Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency 

Exemptions [OPP–301164; FRL–6798–5] (RIN: 

2070–AB78) received September 13, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Agriculture. 
4100. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Zeta-cypermethrin and its 

Inactive R-isomers; Pesticide Tolerances 

[OPP–301171; FRL–6801–1] (RIN: 2070–AB78) re-

ceived September 13, 2001, pursuant to 5 
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-

riculture.

4101. A letter from the Environmental Pro-

tection Agency, Environmental Protection 

Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 

rule—Clethodim; Pesticide Tolerance [OPP– 

301168; FRL–6800–9] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received 

September 13, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-

culture.

4102. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Sulfosate; Pesticide Toler-

ances [OPP–301173; FRL–6801–8] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

4103. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Spinosad; Pesticide Toler-

ances [OPP–301177; FRL–6802–9] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

4104. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Azoxystrobin; Pesticide Tol-

erances [OPP–301174; FRL–6803–1] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

4105. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Paraquat; Pesticide Toler-

ances [OPP–301178; FRL–6799–2] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

4106. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Propamocarb Hydrochloride; 

Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-

tions [OPP–301162; FRL–6797–2] (RIN: 2070– 

AB78) received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

4107. A letter from the Principal Depu- 

ty Associate Administrator, Environmen- 

tal Protection Agency, transmitting the 

Agency’s final rule—Zoxamide 3, 5-dichloro- 

N-(3-chloro-1-ethyl-1-methyl-2-oxopropyl)-4-

methylbenzamide; Pesticide Tolerance 

[OPP–301176; FRL–6803–7] (RIN: 2070–AB78) re-

ceived September 19, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-

riculture.

4108. A letter from the Director, Financial 

Crimes Enforcement Network, Department 

of the Treasury, transmitting the Depart-

ment’s final rule—Amendments to the Bank 

Secrecy Act Regulations—Registration of 

Money Services Businesses and Requirement 

that Money Transmitters and Money Order 

and Traveler’s Check Issuers, Sellers, and 

Redeemers Report Suspicious Transactions; 

Implementation Dates (RIN: 1506–AA24) re-

ceived September 17, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-

nancial Services. 

4109. A letter from the Director, Office of 

Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, trans-

mitting the Office’s final rule—Executive 

Compensation (RIN: 2550–AA13) received Sep-

tember 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 

Services.

4110. A letter from the Secretary, Office of 

Chief Accountant, Securities Exchange Com-

mission, transmitting the Commission’s 

final rule—Bookkeeping Services Provided 

by Auditors to Audit Clients in Emergency 

or Other Unusual Situations [Release Nos. 

33–8004; 34–44792; IC–25157; FR–57] (RIN: 3235– 

AI31) received September 17, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Financial Services. 
4111. A letter from the Assistant General 

Cousel for Regulatory Law, Department of 

Energy, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Criteria and Procedures for Deter-

mining Eligibiliy for Access to Classified 

Matter or Special Nuclear Material (RIN 

1992–AA22) received September 14, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
4112. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administration, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Revisions to the Arizona 

State Implementation Plan, Arizona Depart-

ment of Environmental Quality [AZ 103–0044; 

FRL–7051–4] received September 10, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
4113. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—National Priorities List for 

Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites [FRL– 

7054–5] received September 10, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce. 
4114. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval of Section 112(I) 

Authority for Hazardous Air Pollutants; 

State of Pennsylvania; Department of Envi-

ronmental Protection [PA001–1000; FRL–7055– 

9] received September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-

ergy and Commerce. 
4115. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California 

State Implementation Plan, Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District and South 

Coast Air Quality Management District [CA 

249–0290a; FRL–7045–9] received September 5, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
4116. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-

land; Rate of Progress Plans, Corrections to 

the Base Year Inventories, and Contingency 

Measures for the Maryland Portion of the 

Philadelphia-Wilmington-Trenton Ozone 

Nonattainment Area [MD059/71/98/114–3077; 

FRL–7057–4] received September 13, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
4117. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval of Promulgation of 

Implementation Plans; Indiana [IN138–2; 

FRL–7056–2] received September 19, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
4118. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of State Plans for Designated Facilities and 

Pollutants: California [CA–035–MSWa; FRL– 

7058–5] received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce. 
4119. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of State Plans for Designated Facilities and 

Pollutants: South Carolina [Docket SC–038– 

200102(a); FRL–7062–1] received September 19, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

4120. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of Air Quality Implementation Plans for Col-

orado and Montana: Transportation Con-

formity [CO–001–0060a; MT–001–0032a; FRL– 

7055–4] received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce. 

4121. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of Implementation Plans; New York Ozone 

State Implementation Plan Revision [Region 

2 Docket No. NY53–230a, FRL–7057–5] received 

September 19, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 

Commerce.

4122. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 

of Implementation Plans; Texas; Revisions 

to General Rules and Regulations for Control 

of Air Pollution by Permits for New Sources 

and Modifications [TX–104–1–7401b; FRL– 

7063–2] received September 19, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce. 

4123. A letter from the Director, Depart-

ment of State, Defense Security Cooperation 

Agency, transmitting notification con-

cerning the Department of the Army’s Pro-

posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 

(LOA) to Canada for defense articles and 

services (Transmittal No. 02–03), pursuant to 

22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-

national Relations. 

4124. A letter from the Director, Depart-

ment of State, Defense Security Cooperation 

Agency, transmitting notification con-

cerning the Department of the Air Force’s 

Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 

(LOA) to Oman for defense articles and serv-

ices (Transmittal No. 02–08), pursuant to 22 

U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-

national Relations. 

4125. A letter from the Director, Depart-

ment of State, Defense Security Cooperation 

Agency, transmitting notification con-

cerning the Department of the Army’s Pro-

posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 

(LOA) to the United Kingdom for defense ar-

ticles and services (Transmittal No. 02–02), 

pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-

mittee on International Relations. 

4126. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-

fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-

tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-

tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 

rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 

Zone Off Akaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 

630 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 

010112013–1013–01; I.D. 091001A] received Sep-

tember 17, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

4127. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-

fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-

tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-

tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 

rule—Atlantic Highly Migratory Species 

(HMS) Fisheries; Large Coastal Shark Spe-

cies [I.D. 082901B] received September 18, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Resources. 
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4128. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-

cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Airworthiness Directives; Bell Helicopter 

Textron, Inc. Model 47B, 47B–3, 47D, 47D–1, 

47G, 47G–2, 47G2A, 47G–2A–1, 47G–3, 47G–3B, 

47G–3B–1, 47G–3B–2, 47G–3B–2A, 47G–4, 47G– 

4A, 47G–5, 47G–5A, 47H–1, 47J, 47J–2, 47J–2A, 

and 47k Helicopters [Docket No. 2001–SW–13– 

AD; Amendment 39–12408; AD 2001–17–17] 

(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 7, 2001, 

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-

ture.

4129. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-

cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Airworthiness Directives; Raytheon Model 

DH.125, HS.125, BH.125, and BAe. 125 (U–125 

and C–29A Series Airplanes; Model Hawker 

800, Hawker 800 (U–125A), Hawker 800XP, and 

Hawker 1000 Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–NM– 

373–AD; Amendment 39–12417; AD 2001–17–26] 

(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 7, 2001, 

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-

ture.

4130. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-

cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 

B2 and B4 Series Airplanes, and Model A300 

B4–600, B4–600R, and F4–600R (Collectively 

Called A300–600) Series Airplanes [Docket No. 

2001–NM–263–AD; Amendment 39–12420; AD 

2001–17–29] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Sep-

tember 7, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-

tation and Infrastructure. 

4131. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-

cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Airworthiness Directives; Honeywell Inter-

national Inc. (formerly AlliedSignal Inc. and 

Textron Lycoming Inc. LTS101 Series Turbo-

shaft and LTP101 Series Turboprop Engines 

[Docket No. 94–ANE–38–AD; Amendment 39– 

12406; AD 2001–17–15] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-

ceived September 7, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4132. A letter from the Principal Deputy 

Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-

cy’s final rule—Supplemental Guidelines for 

the Award of Section 319 Nonpoint Source 

Grants to States and Territories in FY 2002 

and Subsequent Years [FRL–7054–7] received 

September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-

tation and Infrastructure. 

4133. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Stills and Miscellaneous Regulations; Re-

codification of Regulations (2000R–491P) 

[T.D. AFT–462] (RIN: 1512–AC34) received 

September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 

Means.

4134. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Rules of Practice in Permit Proceedings; Re-

codification of Regulations (2000R–529P) 

[T.D. ATF–463] (RIN: 1512–AC43) received 

September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 

Means.

4135. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Exportation of Tobacco Products and Ciga-

rette Papers and Tubes, Without Payment of 

Tax, or With Drawback of Tax; Recodifica-

tion of Regulations (2001R–58P) [T.D. ATF– 

464] (RIN: 1512–AC47) received September 10, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Ways and Means. 

4136. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Implementation of Public Laws 106–476 and 

106–554, Relating to Tobacco Importation Re-

strictions, Markings, Repackaging, and De-

struction of Forfeited Tobacco Products 

(2000R–492P) [T.D. ATF–465; Ref: Notice No. 

913] (RIN: 1512–AC35) received September 6, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Ways and Means. 

4137. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 

the Service’s final rule—2001 Marginal Pro-

duction Rates [Notice 2001–53] received Sep-

tember 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 

Means.

4138. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 

the Service’s final rule—Determination of 

Interest Rate [Rev. Rul. 2001–47] received 

September 13, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 

Means.

4139. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 

the Service’s final rule—2001 Section 43 In-

flation Adjustment [Notice 2001–54] received 

September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 

Means.

4140. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 

the Service’s final rule—Gross Income De-

fined [Rev. Rul. 2001–42] received September 

10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 

the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4141. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 

Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 

the Service’s final rule—Separate Reporting 

of Nonstatutory Stock Option Income in Box 

12 of the Form W–2, Using Code V, Optional 

for Year 2002 [Announcement 2001–92] re-

ceived September 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Ways and Means. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 

and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. 

LEVIN, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. 

MCDERMOTT):

H.R. 3019. A bill to provide fast-track trade 

negotiating authority to the President; to 

the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 

addition to the Committee on Rules, for a 

period to be subsequently determined by the 

Speaker, in each case for consideration of 

such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-

tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. KELLY: 

H.R. 3020. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish a Nurse 

Corps and recruitment and retention strate-

gies to address the nursing shortage, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 

and Commerce. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 

H.R. 3021. A bill to authorize the issuance 

of United States Defense of Freedom Bonds 

to aid in funding of the war against ter-

rorism, and for other purposes; to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. RAN-

GEL, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. STARK, Mr. 

ENGLISH, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MCDERMOTT,

and Mr. COYNE):

H.R. 3022. A bill to provide for a program of 

temporary enhanced unemployment benefits; 

to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 

H.R. 3023. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to allow remarried widows, 

widowers, and surviving divorced spouses to 

become or remain entitled to widow’s or wid-

ower’s insurance benefits if the prior mar-

riage was for at least 10 years; to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGLISH: 

H.R. 3024. A bill to reform the Federal un-

employment benefits system; to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORBES: 

H.R. 3025. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to expand the program under 

which State and local governments may pro-

cure law enforcement equipment through the 

Department of Defense to include the pro-

curement of counter-terrorism equipment; to 

the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself, Ms. 

HARMAN, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. ROEMER,

and Mr. CASTLE):

H.R. 3026. A bill to establish an Office of 

Homeland Security within the Executive Of-

fice of the President to lead, oversee, and co-

ordinate a comprehensive national homeland 

security strategy to safeguard the Nation; to 

the Committee on Government Reform, and 

in addition to the Committees on Armed 

Services, the Judiciary, Transportation and 

Infrastructure, Intelligence (Permanent Se-

lect), and Energy and Commerce, for a period 

to be subsequently determined by the Speak-

er, in each case for consideration of such pro-

visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 

committee concerned. 

By Mr. GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 3027. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to permit expansion of 

medical residency training programs in geri-

atric medicine and to provide for reimburse-

ment of care coordination and assessment 

services provided under the Medicare Pro-

gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-

merce, and in addition to the Committee on 

Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-

quently determined by the Speaker, in each 

case for consideration of such provisions as 

fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 

concerned.

By Ms. HART: 

H.R. 3028. A bill to amend the Intermodal 

Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 

1991 to designate Pennsylvania State route 

60 as part of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Na-

tional System of Interstate and Defense 

Highways; to the Committee on Transpor-

tation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. INSLEE (for himself, Mr. 

SHAYS, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. KING,

Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. 

BROWN of Florida, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 

DICKS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON-

LEE of Texas, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BROWN

of Ohio, Mr. BAIRD, Ms. CARSON of In-

diana, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BARRETT,

and Mr. BACA):

H.R. 3029. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to require the screening of all 

property carried in aircraft in air transpor-

tation and intrastate air transportation, and 

for other purposes; to the Committee on 

Transportation and Infrastructure. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 22:00 Apr 25, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00120 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H04OC1.004 H04OC1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 18901October 4, 2001 
By Mr. LATHAM: 

H.R. 3030. A bill to extend the ‘‘Basic 

Pilot’’ employment verification system, and 

for other purposes; to the Committee on the 

Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee 

on Education and the Workforce, for a period 

to be subsequently determined by the Speak-

er, in each case for consideration of such pro-

visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 

committee concerned. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky: 

H.R. 3031. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 3,3–Dichlorobenzidine 

Dihydrochloride; to the Committee on Ways 

and Means. 

By Mr. MASCARA: 

H.R. 3032. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to extend coverage of 

immunosuppressive drugs under the Medi-

care Program to cases of transplants not 

paid for under the program; to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 

to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 

for a period to be subsequently determined 

by the Speaker, in each case for consider-

ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-

risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. McCOLLUM: 

H.R. 3033. A bill to amend the Illegal Immi-

gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-

bility Act of 1996 to authorize the appropria-

tion of funds for the program to collect in-

formation relating to nonimmigrant foreign 

students and to provide for a GAO review of 

such program; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 

H.R. 3034. A bill to redesignate the facility 

of the United States Postal Service located 

at 89 River Street in Hoboken, New Jersey, 

as the ‘‘Frank Sinatra Post Office Building’’; 

to the Committee on Government Reform. 

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD:

H.R. 3035. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Transportation to conduct an assessment of 

terrorist-related threats to all forms of pub-

lic transportation; to the Committee on 

Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-

self, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. 

WOLF, Mr. HOYER, Mr. SCHROCK, Mrs. 

MORELLA, Mr. WYNN, Mrs. JO ANN

DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 

SCOTT, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. BOUCHER,

Mr. CANTOR, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 

GOODE):

H.R. 3036. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Defense to establish a memorial on the 

Arlington Naval Annex to the victims of the 

terrorist attack on the Pentagon; to the 

Committee on Armed Services, and in addi-

tion to the Committee on Resources, for a 

period to be subsequently determined by the 

Speaker, in each case for consideration of 

such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-

tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PALLONE: 

H.R. 3037. A bill to enhance the benefits of 

the national electric system by encouraging 

and supporting State programs for renewable 

energy sources, universal electric service, af-

fordable electric service, and energy con-

servation and efficiency, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-

merce.

By Mr. PLATTS (for himself, Mr. 

DOYLE, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. GEKAS, Ms. 

HART, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 

SHERWOOD, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. 

ENGLISH, and Mr. BORSKI):

H.R. 3038. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to study the suitability and 

feasibility of designating Camp Security, lo-

cated in Springettsbury, York County, Penn-

sylvania, as a unit of the National Park Sys-

tem; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin: 

H.R. 3039. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reduce the maximum 

capital gains rate from 20 percent to 15 per-

cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. HIN-

CHEY, and Mr. FROST):

H.R. 3040. A bill to make COBRA con-

tinuing coverage more affordable for laid-off 

American workers; to the Committee on 

Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mr. 

ABERCROMBIE, and Mrs. WILSON):

H.R. 3041. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide tax and other in-

centives to maintain a vibrant travel and 

tourism industry, to keep working people 

working, and to stimulate economic growth, 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on 

Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for him-

self, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. SEN-

SENBRENNER, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr. 

GOODE):

H.R. 3042. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide that the deduc-

tion for depreciation shall be computed on a 

neutral cost recovery basis; to the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SWEENEY (for himself and Mr. 

TAUZIN):

H.R. 3043. A bill to provide for the estab-

lishment of an alien nonimmigrant student 

tracking system; to the Committee on the 

Judiciary.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi (for 

himself and Mr. BUYER):

H.R. 3044. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the forfeiture of 

vessels used in the commission of willful vio-

lations of Department of Defense safety reg-

ulations regarding navigable waters used by 

the Armed Forces, to increase penalties for 

violation of other security regulations and 

orders, and for other purposes; to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services, and in addition to 

the Committees on the Judiciary, and Trans-

portation and Infrastructure, for a period to 

be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 

in each case for consideration of such provi-

sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 

committee concerned. 

By Mr. TIAHRT (for himself and Ms. 

DUNN):

H.R. 3045. A bill to provide assistance to 

employees who suffer loss of employment in 

the aircraft manufacturing industry as a re-

sult of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 

2001; to the Committee on Education and the 

Workforce, and in addition to the Commit-

tees on Energy and Commerce, and Ways and 

Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-

mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-

sideration of such provisions as fall within 

the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Ms. 

BERKLEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BROWN

of Ohio, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DINGELL,

Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 

GREENWOOD, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 

UPTON, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. BURR of

North Carolina, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. 

BUYER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. DEAL of

Georgia, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 

WHITFIELD, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BRYANT,

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. 

DEUTSCH, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. WYNN,

Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. BAKER, and Mr. COOKSEY):

H.R. 3046. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide regulatory re-

lief, appeals process reforms, contracting 

flexibility, and education improvements 

under the Medicare Program, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 

Means, and in addition to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 

subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 

each case for consideration of such provi-

sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 

committee concerned. 

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 

DEUTSCH, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. STUPAK, and Mr. BAR-

RETT):

H.R. 3047. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the Public 

Health Service Act with respect to pediatric 

studies of drugs, and for other purposes; to 

the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 3048. A bill to resolve the claims of 

Cook Inlet Region, Inc., to lands adjacent to 

the Russian River in the State of Alaska; to 

the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. HYDE (for himself and Mr. LAN-

TOS):

H. Con. Res. 242. Concurrent resolution rec-

ognizing Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty’s 

success in promoting democracy and its con-

tinuing contribution to United States na-

tional interests; to the Committee on Inter-

national Relations. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr. 

ETHERIDGE, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STEN-

HOLM, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. SCOTT,

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

ROYCE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. EDDIE BER-

NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KENNEDY

of Rhode Island, Mr. RYAN of Wis-

consin, Mr. POMBO, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. 

FARR of California, Mrs. JOHNSON of

Connecticut, Mr. DICKS, Mr. BERRY,

Mr. BACA, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 

LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 

THOMAS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. SABO, Ms. 

MCCOLLUM, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, 

Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. BOYD, Ms. WATERS,

Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-

sissippi, Mr. FILNER, Mr. WAXMAN,

Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. YOUNG

of Florida, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 

REHBERG, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 

ENGLISH, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. OSE, Mr. 

INSLEE, and Mrs. CAPPS):

H. Con. Res. 243. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 

Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should 

be presented to the public safety officers who 

have perished and select other public safety 

officers who deserve special recognition for 

outstanding valor above and beyond the call 

of duty in the aftermath of the terrorist at-

tacks in the United States on September 11, 

2001; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ARMEY: 

H. Res. 254. A resolution supporting the 

goals of Pregnancy and Infant Loss Remem-

brance Day; to the Committee on Govern-

ment Reform. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. 

SHAYS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SERRANO,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LARSEN of

Washington, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. BER-

MAN, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. LOFGREN,

Mr. FARR of California, Mr. FER-

GUSON, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. 

CARSON of Indiana, Mr. FORD, Mr. 

FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 

HAYWORTH, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. BERK-

LEY, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. MEEK of

Florida, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SOUDER,
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Mr. KIRK, Mr. CONDIT, Ms. ROYBAL-

ALLARD, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. UDALL of

Colorado, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. HYDE,

Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-

necticut, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. 

SCHIFF, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SIMMONS,

Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KING, Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. POMBO, Mr. 

PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. 

DOGGETT, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 

MEEHAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 

COOKSEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. HINCHEY,

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 

EVANS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms. SOLIS,

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 

CRAMER, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 

Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. 

PELOSI, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 

JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs. MORELLA,

Mr. GILMAN, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Vir-

ginia, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CROW-

LEY, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BURTON of Indi-

ana, Ms. WATSON, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 

Mr. BACA, Mr. HORN, Mr. WU, Mr. 

LANTOS, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. 

UNDERWOOD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. 

WOOLSEY, Mr. FROST, Mr. 

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 

BORSKI, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON

of Texas, Mr. STARK, Ms. MILLENDER-

MCDONALD, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 

Ms. LEE, Mr. OSE, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,

Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 

GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. KLECZKA,

Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. ABER-

CROMBIE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. LEWIS of

California, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

BONIOR, Mr. HOLT, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 

FATTAH, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 

REYES, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, 

Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 

FILNER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DICKS, Ms. 

ESHOO, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, 

and Mr. LAMPSON):

H. Res. 255. A resolution condemning big-

otry and violence against Sikh Americans in 

the wake of terrorist attacks against the 

United States on September 11, 2001; to the 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu-

tions as follows: 

H.R. 41: Mrs. BIGGERT.

H.R. 71: Mr. OWENS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 73: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 74: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 75: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY, and Ms. LEE.

H.R. 162: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. 

BROWN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 218: Ms. GRANGER and Mr. WALDEN of

Oregon.

H.R. 226: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 267: Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 274: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 281: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 286: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 394: Ms. HART, Mr. HORN, Mr. RANGEL,

Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Ms. 

MCKINNEY, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. WAMP, Mr. 

KENNEDY of Minnesota, and Mr. CARSON of

Oklahoma.

H.R. 529: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 530: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 536: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky. 

H.R. 664: Mr. BARR of Georgia and Mr. 

SERRANO.

H.R. 777: Mrs. CAPITO.

H.R. 822: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. FERGUSON.

H.R. 839: Mr. HOEFFEL.

H.R. 951: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. SHAYS,

Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. GON-

ZALEZ.

H.R. 975: Mr. GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 984: Mr. PENCE.

H.R. 1040: Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 1073: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. 

H.R. 1090: Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. CARSON of In-

diana, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, and 

Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 1117: Mr. BACA.

H.R. 1158: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. HALL of

Texas.

H.R. 1201: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 1268: Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 1354: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 1360: Mr. HORN.

H.R. 1383: Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

H.R. 1433: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 1485: Ms. RIVERS and Mr. OBERSTAR.

H.R. 1494: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 1509: Ms. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1522: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1586: Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1700: Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 1701: Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. MCINTYRE, and 

Mr. MCCRERY.

H.R. 1754: Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 1762: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 

H.R. 1919: Mr. PENCE, Mr. UDALL of Colo-

rado, Mr. THUNE, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. Barr of 

Georgia.

H.R. 1987: Mr. DAVIS of Florida. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 

CRANE, and Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 2117: Mr. HORN and Mr. LUTHER.

H.R. 2123: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. 

H.R. 2125: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FOLEY, and 

Mr. NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 2148: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. UDALL of

Colorado.

H.R. 2160: Ms. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 2173: Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 2276: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 2290: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 

BEREUTER, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. PRICE

of North Carolina, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 

FOLEY, and Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 

H.R. 2308: Mr. TOOMEY.

H.R. 2329: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 2349: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2352: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 2357: Mr. RYUN of Kansas and Mr. 

SHIMKUS.

H.R. 2362: Mr. HORN and Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 2380: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MORAN of Vir-

ginia, Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 2485: Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 2573: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. MARKEY,

and Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 2613: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Mr. 

STUPAK.

H.R. 2623: Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 2638: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and Ms. 

KAPTUR.

H.R. 2641: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 2691: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2709: Mr. ISAKSON and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 2722: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. 

STUPAK, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mrs. 

MORELLA, and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 2725: Mrs. CLAYTON.

H.R. 2781: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 2787: Ms. LEE, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, 

and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 2794: Mr. OLVER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 

KOLBE, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia. 

H.R. 2805: Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 2807: Mr. HERGER, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. 

DAVIS of Florida. 

H.R. 2808: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 2836: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 2837: Mr. FILNER, Mr. FATTAH, and Ms. 

WOOLSEY.

H.R. 2877: Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 2887: Mr. FATTAH, Ms. WOOLSEY and

Mr. WHITFIELD..

H.R. 2896: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 

H.R. 2897: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. BONIOR, and 

Ms. SANCHEZ.

H.R. 2899: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. FOSSELLA.

H.R. 2931: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. WELDON

of Florida, Mr. SCHAFFER, and Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 2935: Mr. DINGELL, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

MCKINNEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 2940: Mr. COX, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 

MCHUGH, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Ms. 

ESHOO, Mr. CANTOR, Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms. BROWN

of Florida, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 

HOYER, Mr. TURNER, Mr. DEUTSCH Mr.

COSTELLO, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Ms. 

ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and 

Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 2945: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. 

DELAHUNT.

H.R. 2946: Ms. CARSON of Oklahoma, Ms. 

MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. UDALL of New 

Mexico, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 

HOLDEN, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 

CONDIT, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. QUINN, Mr. CARSON

of Oklahoma, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. RAMSTAD,

Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 

LOBIONDO, Mr. FRANK, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. 

ESHOO.

H.R. 2947: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Mr. 

FATTAH.

H.R. 2950: Mr. MICA, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. 

LATOURETTE, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 

GRAVES, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. BUYER, and Mr. 

SHUSTER.

H.R. 2957: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CRENSHAW,

Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 2961: Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. THURMAN, and 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 

H.R. 2965: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mrs. MALONEY of

New York, Mr. CASTLE, and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 2966: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. UDALL of Colo-

rado, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. ORTIZ,

and Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA.

H.R. 2968: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. WOLF, and 

Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 2975: Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 2981: Mr. TIBERI and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 2985: Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. NEY.

H.R. 2986: Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. NEY.

H.R. 2988: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and Mr. 

HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 2989: Mr. MOORE and Mr. GEPHARDT.

H.R. 2991: Mr. GRUCCI, and Mr. BROWN of

Ohio, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Ms. 

ESHOO, Mr. KING, Mr. MCNULTY, and Ms. 

SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2998: Mr. COX, Mrs. MALONEY of New 

York, Mrs. BONO, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 

CALVERT, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. OSE, Mr. RADANO-

VICH, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 

GALLEGLY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-

fornia, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. GARY G. MIL-

LER of California, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. ENGEL,

and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 3004: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. 

MALONEY of Connecticut, and Mr. MORAN of

Virginia.

H.R. 3007: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. GRAVES, Mr. 

MORAN of Kansas, Mr. KENNEDY of Min-

nesota, Mr. HORN, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 

LATOURETTE, Mr. THUNE, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 

LARSEN of Washington, and Mr. JOHNSON of

Illinois.

H.R. 3011: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. 

KING.

H.R. 3015: Ms. NORTON, Mr. MCDERMOTT,

Mr. BACA, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. 

SERRANO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BONIOR, and 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.J. Res. 12: Mr. SHOWS.
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H.J. Res. 54: Mr. BALLENGER.
H. Con. Res. 26: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H. Con. Res. 104: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. MORAN of

Virginia, and Mr. KOLBE.
H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. WAMP, Mr. GORDON,

Mr. NCNULTY, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr. 
COOKSEY.

H. Con. Res. 197: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SNY-
DER, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H. Con. Res. 198: Ms. WATSON and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK.

H. Con. Res. 233: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. JO

ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
and Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. 

H. Con. Res. 234: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. REGULA, Mr. STU-
PAK, and Mr. STRICKLAND.

H. Con. Res. 240: Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. STARK.

H. Res. 52: Mr. HALL of Texas. 
H. Res. 106: Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. 

CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, 

Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 

STARK, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. ROY-

BAL-ALLARD, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. NOR-

TON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. 

SLAUGHTER, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

f 

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows:

H.R. 2883 

OFFERED BY: MR. GOSS

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Strike section 503 (page 

23, lines 1 through 16). 

Strike section 506 (page 26, line 1, through 

page 27, line 5). 

H.R. 2883 

OFFERED BY: MS. PELOSI

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 13, line 11, strike 

‘‘10’’ and insert ‘‘8’’. 

Page 13, line 13, strike ‘‘4’’ and insert ‘‘2’’. 

Page 16, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘hold 

hearings,’’.

Page 16, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘The 

Commission’’ and all that follows through 

the end of line 9. 

Strike paragraph (6) of section 306(e) (page 

17, beginning on line 7 through page 19, line 

3) and redesignate the succeeding paragraph 

accordingly.

Page 19, line 10, strike ‘‘6 months’’ and in-

sert ‘‘one year’’. 

Page 19, beginning on line 17, by striking 

‘‘subsection (g)’’ and insert ‘‘subsection (f)’’. 

H.R. 2883 

OFFERED BY: MR. WOLF

AMENDMENT NO. 9: At the end of title III 

(page 19, after line 18) insert the following 

new section: 

SEC. 307. IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDA-
TIONS OF THE NATIONAL COMMIS-
SION ON TERRORISM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

the Director of Central Intelligence, in co-

operation with the heads of the departments 

and agencies of the United States involved, 

shall implement the recommended changes 

to counterterrorism policy in preventing and 

punishing international terrorism directed 

toward the United States contained in the 

report submitted to the President and the 

Congress by the National Commission on 

Terrorism established in section 591 of Omni-

bus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-

mental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 

105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–210). 

(b) REPORT.—(1) Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

if the Director of Central Intelligence deter-

mines that one or more of the recommended 

changes referred to in subsection (a) will not 

be implemented, the Director shall submit to 

the appropriate congressional committees a 

report containing a detailed explanation of 

that determination. 

(2) In this subsection, the term ‘‘appro-

priate congressional committees’’ means the 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 

of the House of Representatives and the Se-

lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-

ate.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
RECOGNIZING THE KANSAS CITY 

FORD ASSEMBLY PLANT AND 

THE UAW LOCAL 249

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Kansas City Ford Assembly 
Plant and the UAW Local 249 for their work 
and sacrifice in honor of all the people who 
both survived and who lost their lives in the 
terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001, 
their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of organizations like the Kansas City 
Ford Assembly Plant and the UAW Local 249 
signify the commitment and concern of Ameri-
cans everywhere. Our nation’s strength does 
not lie in her military might but rather in the 
collective compassion of its people. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Kansas City Ford Assembly Plant and the 
UAW Local 249 have raised more than 
$67,000 to support the nationwide relief effort 
to provide for the grieving families and rescue 
workers. The patriotism and persistence of the 
Kansas City Ford Assembly Plant and the 
UAW Local 249 is a lasting memorial to the 
thousands of victims who perished in New 
York, Washington, and Pennsylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though the nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continue to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

IN HONOR OF THE ANNUAL 

PULASKI DAY CEREMONY 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Polonia Foundation of Ohio on 
their Annual Pulaski Day Ceremony in mem-
ory of General Kazimierz Pulaski. 

Born March 4, 1747 in Warka, Poland, 
Kazimierz Pulaski achieved great military mili-
tary fame in Poland and soon became a na-
tional figure. In 1768 he and his father orga-
nized the Bar Confederacy and attempted to 
save Poland from Russian forces. He became 
a well-respected commander, but was forced 
into exile when the Russians pressured the 
confederacy to disintegrate. General Pulaski 
soon arrived in Paris where Benjamin Franklin 
actively recruited him for the American cause. 

His service to America led him to the post 
of Brigadier General and was later recognized 
as the Father of the American Cavalry. He 
fought alongside George Washington at Bran-
dywine and Germantown, but was mortally 
wounded in 1779 at Savannah. 

The Polonia Foundation recognizes their ob-
ligation to see that the memory of the distin-
guished General Kazimierz Pulaski does not 
fade into history. His brilliant cavalry improvi-
sations as well as his selfless service and 
dedication to our young nation’s cause have 
earned him the respect of the American peo-
ple. 

This year, the annual Pulaski Day Celebra-
tion will be held at 10 a.m. on Saturday, Octo-
ber 6 at the War Memorial in Washington 
Park. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in recognizing 
the Polonia Foundation of Ohio for their out-
standing cause of liberty and remembrance of 
a great man and soldier, General Kazimierz 
Pulaski.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF GLENDALE 

MEMORIAL HOSPITAL AND 

HEALTH CENTER 

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Glendale Memorial Hospital and Health 
Center. On October 7, 2001, the hospital will 
celebrate its 75th Anniversary at its 14th an-
nual Evening of Wine & Ross celebration. 

The hospital’s origins date back to 1926 
when on January 13th Glendale Memorial 
Hospital and Health Center opened as Physi-
cians and Surgeons Hospital with 47 beds. 
The hospital underwent three separate expan-

sions in 1942, 1956, and 1968 making it better 
equipped to treat the growing population of the 
foothill communities. In 1955 the hospital’s 
name was changed to Memorial Hospital of 
Glendale and then again changed in 1986 to 
its current name, Glendale Memorial Hospital 
and Health center. 

The hospital has always shown a commit-
ment to improving its facilities and increasing 
its level of care. In 1987, the Glendale Memo-
rial Cancer Center was completed. This state 
of the art center is devoted solely to the pre-
vention, detection, and treatment of cancer. In 
1992, the hospital took on the challenge of 
treating some of the area’s most critical pa-
tients with the completion of the Heart and 
Emergency Center. Even today, the hospital 
continues its expansion. Scheduled to be com-
pleted in the Fall of 2002 is the Orthopedic 
Center as well as an addition to the Cancer 
Center. 

I am proud to represent such an exceptional 
institution. With an outstanding staff of 1,250 
full time employees and 562 physicians rep-
resenting 63 specialties, it is no wonder that in 
2000 the Heart center at the Glendale Memo-
rial Hospital and Health Center was named as 
one of the top #100 heart centers in the coun-
try. 

So today, I ask all Members of Congress to 
join me in congratulating Catholic Healthcare 
West, the Glendale Memorial Hospital, the 
Health center Board of Directors, and all the 
physicians and staff on their outstanding serv-
ice to our community and wish them much 
success as they join in celebrating the Glen-
dale Memorial Hospital and Health Center’s 
75th Anniversary.

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE SALVATION 

ARMY

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Salvation Army for its work and 
sacrifice in honor of all the people who both 
survived and who lost their lives in the terrorist 
attacks on September 11th 2001, their families 
and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of organizations like the Salvation’s Army 
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signify the commitment and concern of Ameri-
cans everywhere. Our nation’s strength does 
not lie in her military might but rather in the 
collective compassion of its people. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Salvation Army has assisted stranded trav-
elers while planes were grounded and pro-
vided food for people both downtown and at 
KCI when heightened security left people with-
out a means to get home. The patriotism and 
persistence of the Salvation Army is a lasting 
memorial to the thousands of victims who per-
ished in New York, Washington, and Pennsyl-
vania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will clear 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE GERIATRIC 

CARE ACT OF 2001

HON. GENE GREEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce the Geriatric Care Act of 
2001, an important piece of legislation which 
will help our nation prepare for the health care 
pressures associated with the aging of the 
baby boom generation. 

Americans are living longer than ever, with 
the average life expectancy rising to 80 years 
old for women and 74 years old for men. 
While this is generally a positive development, 
there are costs associated with the aging of 
America. As seniors live longer, they face 
greater risks of disease and disabilities, such 
as Alzheimer’s, diabetes, cancer, stroke, and 
heart disease. 

Geriatricians are physicians who are unique-
ly trained to help care for the aging and elder-
ly. By promoting a comprehensive approach to 
health care, including wellness and preventive 
care, geriatricians can help seniors live longer 
and healthier lives. 

It is critical that our nation have a sufficient 
number of geriatricians to help manage the 
aging of the baby-boom generation. Unfortu-
nately, there are currently only 9,000 certified 
geriatricians, and that number is expected to 
decline dramatically in the coming years. Of 
the approximately 98,000 medical residency 
and fellowship positions supported by Medi-
care in 1998, only 324 were in geriatric medi-

cine and geriatric psychiatry. We must do 
more to promote geriatric residency programs. 

Unfortunately, there are two barriers pre-
venting physicians from entering geriatrics: in-
sufficient Medicare reimbursements for the 
provision of geriatric care and inadequate 
training dollars and positions for geriatricians. 

A recent MedPac survey found that Medi-
care’s low reimbursement rates serve as a 
major obstacle to recruiting new geriatricians. 
Due to their higher level of chronic disease 
and multiple prescriptions, seniors require ad-
ditional care to ensure proper diagnosis and 
treatment. Medicare’s reimbursement rates do 
not factor the complex needs of elderly pa-
tients. Because geriatricians treat seniors ex-
clusively, they are especially affected by Medi-
care’s low reimbursement rates. 

Additionally, the Balanced Budget Act 
placed limits on the numbers of residents a 
hospital can have, based on 1996 numbers. 
This cap serves as a disincentive for some 
hospitals, and has caused them to eliminate or 
reduce their geriatric Graduate Medical Edu-
cation (GME) programs. 

The legislation I am introducing today would 
remedy both of these problems, so that Amer-
ica is prepared for the aging baby boom gen-
eration. The Geriatric Care Act would mod-
ernize the Medicare fee schedule to more ac-
curately reflect the cost of providing care for 
seniors. It also would allow for additional geri-
atric residency slots, so that we can develop 
an adequate supply of geriatricians for the 
next generation. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me as co-
sponsors of this legislation. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

f 

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL DENNIS 

LEWIS

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, let me take 
this opportunity to share a few words regard-
ing the upcoming retirement of Colonel Dennis 
Richard Lewis, Program Branch Chief for the 
Army’s Congressional Legislative Liaison. In 
the very near future, Colonel Lewis will retire 
after 27 years in the Army. He has distin-
guished himself, the Army and our nation with 
dedicated service. 

Colonel Lewis began his career in the mili-
tary in 1974, after graduating from the United 
States Military Academy. At West Point he ex-
celled in academics, sports and became Air-
borne qualified as a cadet. Colonel Lewis later 
attended Purdue University, receiving a mas-
ters degree in Industrial Relations. His profes-
sional military development includes the Army 
Field Artillery Advanced Course, the Com-
mand and General Staff College and the Army 
War College. In addition to his academic 
achievements, Colonel Lewis became Air As-
sault qualified and became an Airborne Jump 
Master with the 82nd Airborne Division. 

During the Cold War, Colonel Lewis served 
in numerous field artillery assignments includ-
ing Nuclear Weapons Officer, Battery Execu-
tive Officer, Battery Commander and Assistant 

Operations Office in Germany, Turkey and 
Southwest Asia. With this experience, Colonel 
Lewis returned to the United States Military 
Academy as a Tactical Officer. 

Colonel Lewis’ next assignments included 
some of the Army’s most challenging. As a 
field artillery Operations officer, Colonel Lewis 
deployed to Saudi Arabia during Desert Shield 
and Desert Storm. Upon return, Colonel Lewis 
was selected to command a field artillery bat-
talion in the 82nd Airborne Division. After com-
pleting his Battalion Command, Colonel Lewis 
was assigned to the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. Assignments at this post included co-
ordinating military response and support to the 
crash of TWA Flight 800, the downing of two 
U.S. civilian aircraft over Cuba, the 1996 Sum-
mer Olympics in Atlanta and the Cuban and 
Haitian migrants operations in the Carribean. 

Colonel Lewis became a field artillery Bri-
gade Commander in the 18th Airborne Corps 
at Fort Bragg, NC and then served as Pro-
gram Branch Chief for the Army’s Congres-
sional Legislative Liaison. In this position, 
Colonel Lewis effectively articulated the 
Army’s goals, policies and programs to key 
members of Congress while serving as an ad-
visor to the Secretary of the Army and the 
Army Chief of Staff. 

Mr. Speaker, Colonel Lewis has had an im-
pressive career in the military. As he prepares 
for this next stage in his life, I am certain that 
my colleagues will join me in wishing Colonel 
Lewis all the best. We thank he for his 27 
years of service to the United States of Amer-
ica.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ELTON GALLEGLY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 25 I missed rollcall vote No. 359. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on 
the vote.

f 

RECOGNIZE THE MIDLAND EMPIRE 

RED CROSS 

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Midland Empire Red Cross for 
their work and sacrifice in honor of all the peo-
ple who both survived and who lost their lives 
in the terrorist attacks on September 11th, 
2001, their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
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terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of organizations like the Midland Empire 
Red Cross signify the commitment and con-
cern of Americans everywhere. Our Nation’s 
strength does not lie in her military might but 
rather in the collective compassion of its peo-
ple. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Midland Empire Red Cross has mobilized 
‘‘Henry’s Kitchen,’’ which is capable of feeding 
10,000 people a day, to assist volunteers at 
the Pentagon in their rescue efforts. Addition-
ally, Karla Long—the Emergency Service Di-
rector—is at Ground Zero assisting as a mass 
care specialist while 9 other volunteers and 
staff are helping in New York as well. The pa-
triotism and persistence of the Midland Empire 
Red Cross is a lasting memorial to the thou-
sands of victims who perished in New York, 
Washington, and Pennsylvania. 

Through the days, weeks and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the Nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our Nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great Nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

REGARDING THE $400 MILLION 

STRIPPED FROM THE DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATION BILL 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, It is truly 
shocking that the House Defense Authoriza-
tion Bill eliminated $400 million from space-
based defenses, cutting the highly successful 
Space Based Laser program and a restart for 
the equally successful but de-funded Brilliant 
Pebbles space based interceptor program. 
Conscience demands my protest. 

The destruction of the World Trade Center 
and the Pentagon involving the loss of 6,000 
lives should have taught us a lesson on the 
need for vigilance. Freedom has a price. At-
tacks upon the United States can take the 
form of ballistic missiles, cyberwarfare, and at-
tacks on our satellites as well as terrorism. 

The World Trade Center was bombed in 
1993. Plans for the aerial destruction of the 
World Trade Center by Islamic terrorist Abdul 
Hakim Murad were communicated from the 
Philippines to the United States in 1995. Six 

years of advance warning was supplied before 
the terrible events of September 11, 2001. 

In 1995 China threatened the United States 
with a ballistic missile to exchange Los Ange-
les for Taipei. China, moreover, reinforced its 
threat in 2000, and in 1995 and 1996 dem-
onstrated its proclivity to use ballistic missiles, 
launching them offshore Taiwan. Six years of 
advanced warning has been supplied of Chi-
na’s plans. 

U.S. intelligence has been either unable or 
unwilling to inform us of the extent and pur-
pose of China’s military buildup. It is not for 
modernization but part of a deliberate buildup 
for threatening or attacking the United States. 
China’s Long Wall Project building missile 
bases is aimed at U.S. forces in the Pacific. 

Nor is China the only country building bal-
listic missiles. North Korea, Libya, Iran, Iraq as 
well as other countries are engaged in buildup 
of ballistic missiles. But the passage of a few 
weeks has not seared the conscience of Con-
gress to the menace posed by ballistic mis-
siles, a threat against which Mr. Rumsfeld has 
warned us. 

The House Defense Authorization Bill saw 
fit to cut our defenses, cutting $400 million 
from space-based missile defense programs, 
including the Space Based Laser and re-start 
of the Space Based Interceptor or Brilliant 
Pebbles. Aiming itself at out space-based de-
fenses, the House Defense Authorization Bill 
substituted false economy for the senseless 
risk of our lives and freedom. 

The disregard for our nation’s defense is 
exuberated by a certain ignorance of ballistic 
missile defense programs. For Example, the 
opposition to the space-based defenses said 
the Airborne Laser was a stepping stone to 
the Space Based Laser evidently unaware of 
how the Space Based laser already completed 
the demonstration of its technology of its tech-
nology in 1997, four years ago. 

It is evidently poorly understood how the 
Airborne Laser and Space Based Laser in-
volve different applications and technologies. 
The Airborne Laser uses a chemical 
oxygeniodine reaction to power the laser suit-
able for an airplane or other platform in the 
environment of the earth’s gravity. This laser, 
however, is not suitable for the zero-gravity 
environment of space. This Space Based 
Laser uses a hydrogen-fluoride reaction to 
power its laser, where the spent gases can be 
exhausted in the zero-gravity environment of 
space. 

It is apparently not well understood, more-
over, how the Airborne Laser relies on a com-
plex mirror system for directing the laser 
beam. The Airborne Laser, in addition, is de-
signed for transmission of the laser through 
the atmosphere at ranges greater than 100 
miles. The Space Based Laser, in contrast, 
transmits its bean from space to around 
35,000 feet in altitude, or above the cloud 
tops. 

The House Defense Authorization Bill left 
$32 million for space-based missile defenses 
including the Space Based Laser and any re-
start of the Space Based interceptor or Bril-
liant Pebbles where the administration re-
quests $165 million for the Space Based 
Laser. Funding levels for the Space Based 
Laser have been around $130 million. 

I vigorously protest this senseless abase-
ment of our best missile defense programs. 

The United States is spending $40 billion to 
respond to the terrorist attacks against the 
World Trade Center and Pentagon. The price 
of a ballistic missile attack and the policy of 
deliberately leaving ourselves vulnerable, as 
embodied in the House Defense Authorization 
Bill, may be immeasurable. 

I therefore urge this body, at the first and 
next opportunity to advocate not only the full 
and immediate restoration of the $400 million 
cut by Congress, but to increase funding for 
space-based defenses, along with their nec-
essary technological support and develop-
ment.

f 

IN HONOR OF THE 100TH ANNIVER-

SARY OF THE SISTERS OF ST. 

JOSEPH

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of the 100th Anniversary of the founding 
of the Sisters of St. Joseph of the Third Order 
of St. Francis. 

The Sisters have a long history of dedica-
tion to people of Northeast Ohio. Over the 
years, the sisters served in seventeen schools 
in Ohio, providing for a strong education and 
solid virtue and morale to thousands of stu-
dents. 

The congregation was originally founded in 
Wisconsin in 1901 to educate Polish immi-
grants who were settling in the Midwest. Forty-
six Sisters comprised the original congregation 
that had grown to over 183 members in 1908, 
serving twenty-three parish schools in Illinois, 
Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. 

The ministry of the Sisters expanded greatly 
from its original focus on educating grade 
school children to include high school teach-
ing, hospital care, special education, food pan-
tries, missionary work, geriatric care, spiritual 
guidance and counseling, university professor-
ships, pastoral care, and more. Their guidance 
and inspiration has touched thousands of peo-
ple throughout the entire Midwest, and their 
caring missions stand strong today. While their 
mission and programs continue to expand, the 
Sisters of St. Joseph of the Third Order of St. 
Francis have not altered their founding spirit—
seeking to serve the minores, the little people 
who often fall through the cracks of society. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in celebrating 
and honoring the 100th Anniversary of the Sis-
ters of St. Joseph of the Third Order of St. 
Francis. The Sisters have remained a strong 
force in our community, and will continue to 
touch the hearts and souls of many in the 
years to come.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE CITY OF 

LA CAÑADA FLINTRIDGE 

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the Southern California community of La 
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Cañada Flintridge. On December 8, the city 
will celebrate its 25th year of cityhood. 

In 1843, in the wake of the Mexican Revolu-
tion, Ignacio Coronel, a Mexican school-
teacher from Los Angeles, was granted a val-
ley named ‘‘Rancho La Cañada.’’ Later, U.S. 
Senator Frank Flint divided 1,700 acres south 
of modern-day Foothill Boulevard into large 
lots and called his subdivision ‘‘Flintridge.’’ 
Eventually, the valley came to be known as 
‘‘La Cañada Flintridge,’’ as it is called today. 

La Cañada Flintridge experienced its most 
rapid growth during the 20th Century. A di-
verse and resourceful collection of farmers, 
professionals, intellectuals, and ranchers toiled 
to develop a prosperous city. To this day La 
Cañada Flintridge reflects their hard work. It is 
a city with extensive cultural resources and an 
educated population that has never aban-
doned the vision of its founders of successful 
small-town life. 

La Cañada Flintridge is a bustling suburb 
with several important landmarks. The most 
recognizable institution in La Cañada 
Flintridge is the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, the 
world’s leading center for robotic exploration of 
the solar system, which is managed for NASA 
by the California Institute of Technology. La 
Cañada Flintridge is also home to Descanso 
Gardens, a 165-acre botanical garden famous 
throughout the nation. The city also provides 
its citizens a full range of vital services and an 
excellent education in an independent school 
district. 

On this 25th anniversary of the incorporation 
of La Cañada Flintridge, I offer my sincere 
congratulations to the city and its residents. La 
Cañada Flintridge exemplifies the American 
dream of a diverse coalition of individuals and 
families working together to secure business 
success, a high quality of life, and the friendli-
ness and cooperation that is a hallmark of 
America’s small-town suburbs.

f 

RECOGNIZE THE STUDENT BODY 

OF SAVANNAH HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Student Body of Savannah High 
School for their work and sacrifice in honor of 
all the people who both survived and who list 
their lives in the terrorist attacks on September 
11, 2001, their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and father, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of young people like the Student Body of 
Savannah High School signify the commitment 
and concern of Americans everywhere. Our 

nation’s strength does not lie in her military 
might but rather in the collective compassion 
of its people. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Student Body and Faculty of Savannah 
High School contributed more than $1,400 and 
raised more than $5,300 for the American Red 
Cross and Salvation Army to assist the griev-
ing families and rescue workers. The patriot-
ism and persistence of the Student Body of 
Savannah High School is a lasting memorial 
to the thousands of victims who perished in 
New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

CELEBRATING HEAR O’ ISRAEL 

AND THE LISTEN TO THE CRIES 

OF THE CHILDREN NATIONAL 

CAMPAIGN 2001

HON. GENE GREEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
celebrate Hear O’ Israel, which is sponsoring 
the Listen to the Cries of the Children National 
Campaign 2001. Hear O’ Israel International, 
Inc. developed the campaign to strengthen the 
unity of families and enhance public aware-
ness of the negative effects that alcohol and 
drug abuse, family violence, child abuse, and 
gang activity have on children and their fami-
lies across Houston. 

In October, Hear O’ Israel will be celebrating 
the grand opening of their National Campaign 
Headquarters in Houston, Texas. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating Hear O’ 
Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, on February 22, 2001, Hous-
ton Mayor Lee P. Brown and the Houston City 
Council approved the following resolution:

A RESOLUTION: ‘‘LISTEN TO THE CRIES OF THE

CHILDREN’’

A non-profit non-denominational organiza-

tion, Hear O’ Israel International Inc., devel-

oped its ‘‘Listen to the Cries of the Children’’ 

national campaign to strengthen the unity 

of families and enhance public awareness of 

the negative side effects that alcohol and 

drug abuse, family violence, child abuse, and 

gang activity have on children and their 

families. The campaign has heard the cries 

of the children and parents, young and old, 

and the veterans who are crying out due to 

neglect, physical challenges; broken homes; 

and or lack of adequate food, shelter, cloth-

ing, health care, or education. The ‘‘Listen 

to the Cries of the Children’’ National Cam-

paign 2001 will promote ‘‘. . . wisdom, knowl-

edge, understanding, and forgiveness that 

will break the suffering out of their prisons, 

visible or invisible.’’

As part of its ongoing effort to help the 

suffering, Hear O’ Israel International, Inc., 

has conducted community oriented pro-

grams, campaigning with former gang mem-

bers who were shot and, after becoming 

quadriplegic, are presenting themselves as 

physical evidence to reinforce the negative 

consequences of gang involvement and ex-

perimenting with drugs and alcohol. 

As part of this year’s campaign, Hear O’ 

Israel International, Inc., will call for sixty 

seconds of positive communication between 

children and adults, in an effort to bridge 

cultural boundaries and unify a response to 

listen to the cries of the children. The cam-

paign will also call for a ‘‘stop to violence 

and a response to mercy, love and compas-

sion for our fellow man; turning the hearts 

of the fathers to the children and the hearts 

of the children towards the fathers; linking 

and strengthening the connection that 

should be present between every parent, 

child, American, and citizen of the world-

wide.’’

The Mayor and City Council of the City of 

Houston do hereby salute Hear O’ Israel 

International Inc., for its efforts to improve 

and enhance the quality of life for children, 

and extend best wishes for continued success. 

Approved by the Mayor and City Council of 

the City of Houston this 22nd day of Feb-

ruary 2001.

f 

MEMORIAL TO H. NORMAN JOHN-

SON, SAN BERNARDINO CIVIC 

LEADER

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like today to pay tribute to H. Norman 
Johnson, a lifelong civic leader in my home-
town of San Bernardino, California. Mr. John-
son, who was the owner and operator of 
Fourth Street Rock Crusher in San 
Bernardino, died on September 19 at the age 
of 73. 

Norm Johnson was the old-fashioned kind 
of civic leader, one who was deeply involved 
in his community because he loved it and 
wanted to make it a better place. He never 
held public office, but could always be counted 
on to work as a volunteer in the service of 
San Bernardino. He helped convince voters to 
pass an improvement tax that has made our 
streets safe, headed up a drive to provide un-
derprivileged children with dental care and 
even campaigned to save the historic whistle 
at the local Santa Fe Railway depot yard. 

Much of what Norm Johnson did came with 
no publicity. He donated all of the concrete for 
an addition to the local Lighthouse for the 
Blind, and made a similar donation for an ad-
dition to Santa Claus Inc., a local charity. Most 
of the Little League dugouts in the Inland Em-
pire were provided and poured at no expense 
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by Fourth Street Rock Crusher—and many of 
those teams were sponsored by the company, 
as well. When Yucaipa High School needed 
new volleyball courts, 200 tons of materials 
were donated by Norm Johnson and his com-
pany. When any church called, materials were 
supplied and delivered at no expense. 

Norm Johnson worked closely with local 
schools long before it became fashionable for 
companies to ‘‘sponsor’’ a school. He ensured 
local libraries stayed in business. When San 
Bernardino Unified School District opened the 
new Arroyo Valley High School in August, Mr. 
Johnson advanced the city the funds needed 
to complete street improvements around the 
school. 

A graduate of my alma mater, San 
Bernardino High, Mr. Johnson went to the Uni-
versity of Arizona to study business and engi-
neering. He returned to take over Fourth 
Street Rock Crusher when his father became 
ill, and was in the office nearly every day 
since. His employees remember him as a 
tough, solid man who was unswerving in his 
loyalty to his company family. City officials will 
remember him for his insistence that they 
must meet his standards in supporting San 
Bernardino. Please join me in expressing our 
condolences to his wife, Merrily, and three 
daughters: Christi Bulot, JayAnn Stanley and 
Debra Ann Borden, and in praising Norm 
Johnson’s dedication to his city and commu-
nity.

f 

CONGRESSIONAL TRIBUTE TO 

GENERAL HENRY H. SHELTON, 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT 

CHIEFS OF STAFF 

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, General Henry 
H. Shelton became the fourteenth Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on October 1, 1997, 
and was reconfirmed by the Senate for a sec-
ond 2-year term in 1999. In this capacity, he 
serves as the principal military adviser to the 
President, the Secretary of Defense, and the 
National Security Council. Prior to becoming 
Chairman, he served as Commander in Chief 
of the U.S. Special Operations Command. 

Born in Tarboro, North Carolina in January 
1942, General Shelton earned a Bachelor of 
Science degree from North Carolina State Uni-
versity and a Master of Science degree from 
Auburn University. His military education in-
cludes attendance at the Air Command and 
Staff College in Montgomery, Alabama and at 
the National War College at Ft. McNair, Wash-
ington, D.C. 

Commissioned a second lieutenant in the 
Infantry in 1963 through the Reserve Officer 
Training Corps, General Shelton spent the 
next 24 years in a variety of command and 
staff positions in the continental United States, 
Hawaii, and Vietnam. He served two tours in 
Vietnam—the first with the 5th Special Forces 
Group, the second with the 173d Airborne Bri-
gade. He also commanded the 3d Battalion, 
60th Infantry in the 9th Infantry division at Fort 
Lewis, Washington; served as the 9th Infantry 

Division’s assistant chief of staff for oper-
ations; commanded the 1st Brigade of the 82d 
Airborne Division at Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina; and served as the Chief of Staff of the 
10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New 
York. 

Following selection for brigadier general in 
1987, General Shelton served 2 years in the 
Operations Directorate of the Joint Staff. In 
1989, he began a 2-year assignment as As-
sistant Division Commander for Operations of 
the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault), a 
tour that included the Division’s 7-month de-
ployment to Saudi Arabia for Operations 
DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM. 
Upon returning from the Gulf War, General 
Shelton was promoted to major general and 
assigned to Fort Bragg, North Carolina, where 
he commanded the 82d Airborne Division. In 
1993, he was promoted to lieutenant general 
and assumed command of the XVIII Airborne 
Corps. In 1994, while serving as corps com-
mander, General Shelton commanded the 
Joint Task Force that conducted Operation 
UPHOLD DEMOCRACY in Haiti. In March 
1996, he was promoted to general and be-
came Commander in Chief of the US Special 
Operations Command. 

In his 4 years as Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Shelton worked tire-
lessly to improve the quality of life for military 
members and their families. He championed 
numerous initiatives including the largest 
across-the-board pay raise for the military in 
18 years—helping to narrow the civilian-mili-
tary ‘‘pay gap.’’ His push for pay table reform 
targeted greater increases for mid-grade non-
commissioned officers, and his retirement re-
form package reinstated benefits for those en-
tering service after 1986. Furthermore, thanks 
to his dedication and support, an enhanced 
housing allowance was implemented to gradu-
ally eliminate out of pocket expenses for serv-
ice members living off post. Finally, the Chair-
man was a strong advocate of the effort to re-
form medical health care, to make medical 
care more responsive—to include military retir-
ees over 65. 

The Chairman made great strides to im-
prove the readiness of the US military by ar-
ticulating a regiment for increased defense 
spending. As a result, the Department of De-
fense realized a $112 billion increase in de-
fense spending over the 5-year defense plan 
to arrest declining readiness rates. He addi-
tionally implemented new processes to care-
fully manage high demand/low density re-
sources in support of the National Security 
Strategy. 

The Chairman and his staff published Joint 
Vision 2020 to establish goals and the metrics 
for the future joint force, and he established 
U.S. Joint Forces Command as the proponent 
for Joint Experimentation and Joint Force 
readiness. He established Joint Task Force-
Civil support to increase the military’s ability to 
respond to crises in the US homeland and es-
tablished Joint Task Force-Computer Network 
Operations to enhance protection of US infor-
mation networks. General Shelton directed nu-
merous initiatives designed to improve the 
interoperability of the four Services including a 
Joint Warfighting Logistics Initiative, develop-
ment of a Global Information Grid, revision of 
all Joint Professional Military Education Pro-

grams and an enhancement on the joint 
warfighting focus of the Joint Requirements 
Oversight Council. 

General Shelton’s awards and decorations 
include the Defense Distinguished Service 
Medal (with 2 oak leaf clusters), Distinguished 
Service Medal, Legion of Merit (with oak leaf 
cluster), Bronze Star Medal with V device 
(with 3 oak leaf clusters), and the Purple 
Heart. He has also been awarded the Combat 
Infantryman Badge, Joint Chiefs of Staff (Iden-
tification Badge, Master Parachutist Badge, 
Pathfinder Badge, Air Assault Badge, Military 
Freefall Badge, and Special Forces and Rang-
er Tabs and numerous foreign awards and 
badges. 

General Shelton is married to the former 
Carolyn L. Johnson of Speed, North Carolina. 
Mrs. Shelton has been actively involved with 
service issues and support to military families 
throughout General Shelton’s career. The 
General and Mrs. Shelton have three sons; 
Jonathan, a Special Agent in the US Secret 
Service; Jeffrey, a US Army Special Oper-
ations soldier, and Mark, their youngest son. 

General Shelton represented the US military 
with great distinction for the past four years as 
its senior military officer. He participated in 
policy-making at the highest levels of govern-
ment but never lost the common touch with 
our men and women in uniform. General 
Shelton will indeed be remembered as a sol-
diers’ soldier and a quiet professional.

f 

TRIBUTE TO SARA LYNN STER-

LING, KRISTEN ROBINSON, AND 

JORDON SMITH OF LIBERTY 

HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Sara Lynn Sterling, Kristen Robin-
son, and Jordan Smith of Liberty High School 
for their work in honor of all the people who 
both survived and who lost their lives in the 
terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001, 
their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks marks a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of young people like Sara Lynn Sterling, 
Kristen Robinson, and Jordan Smith of Liberty 
High School signify the commitment and con-
cern of Americans everywhere. Our nation’s 
strength does not lie in her military might but 
rather in the collective compassion of its peo-
ple. 

Since the September 11th, terrorist attacks, 
Sara Lynn Sterling, Kristen Robinson, and Jor-
dan Smith of Liberty High School have been 
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decorating their fellow classmates jeans in lieu 
of donations for the grieving families and res-
cue workers. The patriotism and persistence 
of Sara Lynn Sterling, Kristen Robinson, and 
Jordan Smith of Liberty High School is a last-
ing memorial to the thousands of victims who 
perished in New York, Washington, and Penn-
sylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simplify saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

HONORING THE 50TH ANNIVER-

SARY OF HOLMES RUN ACRES 

HON. TOM DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor a community in Fairfax 
County, Holmes Run Acres, on its 50th Anni-
versary. This neighborhood has been pro-
viding families with the best Falls Church, Vir-
ginia has to offer for many years and is well-
positioned to continue to do so in the future. 

Holmes Run Acres was designed with 
unique contemporary architecture to save 
trees and blend into the Virginia countryside. 
When the neighborhood was in its early 
stages, Fairfax County was a rural area. In 
1951, the county was impacted by the post-
World War II development. The residents of 
Holmes Run Acres decided this was time to 
form a Civic Association, and a year later they 
published ‘‘The Holmes Runner,’’ a community 
newsletter. 

Today, they still rely on their Civic Associa-
tion meetings and publications, but, in keeping 
with technology trends, they have their infor-
mation posted on the World Wide Web. These 
factors promote unifying, community-wide 
communications network. 

Holmes Run Acres built the first community 
swimming pool in Fairfax County. Volunteers 
from the neighborhood worked with the Fairfax 
County Park Authority to turn an old dump site 
into the first neighborhood park in the County. 
The Civic Association encourages its residents 
to initiate and participate in activities that bring 
the community together, such as house and 
garden tours, art shows, classes and family 
gatherings. 

The residents of Holmes Run Acres are al-
ways available to lend a hand with many com-

munity activities, including those events that 
are county-wide. During the 1960s their well-
established Civic Association helped create an 
association for a newly formed neighboring 
community. During the holidays, Holmes Run’s 
children run a gift drive for needy children out-
side of their immediate area. 

The recent publication of the third install-
ment of ‘‘Holmes Run Acres: The Story of a 
Community’’ proves that this community is 
going strong year after year. The publication 
provides background on the community’s his-
tory and residents, as well as local history and 
plans for future improvements. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to thank 
Holmes Run Acres for all it has provided to 
the community. They will be celebrating on 
Saturday, October 6, 2001, and they will also 
have another event in the spring. I hope that 
all of my colleagues will join me in congratu-
lating them on 50 years of service and wishing 
them the best in the years to come.

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce legislation which will correct a great 
injustice being endured by many widows and 
widowers throughout this Nation. Current So-
cial Security law requires that those who have 
lost spouses surrender their survivor benefits 
when entering into a new marriage. Many of 
those who have lost spouses count these ben-
efits as their only source of income and rely 
upon them for continuing their daily lives. to 
force these men and women to abandon sur-
vivor funds simply because they enter into a 
marriage after their spouse’s death is out-
rageous. 

This measure would be of very modest ex-
pense to the government, and the costs in-
curred are certainly justified by the positive re-
sults derived from the correction of this over-
sight. Senior citizens, a sector of our society 
often plagued by low incomes and tight budg-
ets, would be the primary beneficiaries of this 
legislation, and we owe it to these citizens to 
provide them with every possible avenue to 
enjoy a proper standard of living. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill would ensure that 
those who enter into a new, long-lasting mar-
riage are not punished simply for finding an-
other loving spouse. It is fiscally sound and 
morally correct. I thank you and urge my col-
leagues to support this important legislation.

f 

TRIBUTE TO MISSOURI AIR 

GUARD’S 139TH AIRLIFT WING 

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Missouri Air Guard’s 139th Airlift 
Wing for its work and sacrifice in honor of all 
the people who both survived and who lost 

their lives in the terrorist attacks on September 
11th, 2001, their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of organizations like the 139th Airlift Wing 
signify the commitment and concern of Ameri-
cans everywhere. Our nation’s strength does 
not lie in her military might but rather in the 
collective compassion of its people. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the 139th Airlift Wing flew to McGuire Air 
Force base in New Jersey to bring back Mis-
souri’s Task Force One whose 65 volunteers 
had spent more than a week at Ground Zero 
in an effort to support the search and rescue 
effort. The patriotism and persistence of the 
139th Airlift Wing is a lasting memorial to the 
thousands of victims who perished in New 
York, Washington, and Pennsylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

COMMENDATION OF COAST GUARD 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend the men and women of the United 
States Coast Guard who have come to the 
rescue of South Texas communities of South 
Padre Island, Port Isabel and Brownsville. 

Very early Saturday morning, Sept 15th, the 
Queen Isabella Causeway, the bridge that 
connects South Padre Island to the mainland 
was hit by a barge, resulting in sections of the 
bridge falling into the Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way. Nine cars crashed into the water of the 
Laguna Madre, rocking the community with 
the fear that terrorists had struck in South 
Texas since it occurred the weekend following 
the World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks. 
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The Coast Guard Group of Corpus Christi, 

South Padre Island and the Marine Safety Of-
fice arrived at once and worked tirelessly—
around the clock—to recover the victims, and 
retrieve the vehicles and debris from the water 
in the canal so commercial traffic could move 
again through the canal. 

No one was surprised by the instant re-
sponse from our Coasties. They are amazing 
people. They began as soon as the tragedy 
was reported and worked with our local and 
state officials in providing further protection 
and emergency assistance for citizens in the 
area. They worked tirelessly around the clock. 

They brought assets to the Valley from the 
Coast Guard, Corpus Christi Group to help 
with search and recovery. They were focused 
on recovering victims. They are well-trained 
and ready to perform brilliantly in a time of cri-
sis like the bridge collapse. 

The Coast Guard provided tremendous sup-
port to the local and state officials, which was 
a huge logistical chore. They helped ensure 
the re-opening of the canal so the Rio Grande 
Valley would receive fuel supplies, food and 
other necessities, which arrive via the Intra-
coastal canal, closed to such traffic while the 
recovery is in progress. 

One of the most satisfying things about 
watching these men and women do the work 
that they do is understanding the love they 
have for their job. They simply love what they 
do, and they are very good at it. 

While we always appreciate the good work 
of the Coast Guard in South Texas and 
around our nation, we particularly want to 
thank them today for the hard work they did 
when they came to the rescue when our com-
munity needed them. 

The Coast Guard has a wide range of re-
sponsibilities . . . in peacetime, they are law 
enforcement; in times of war, they are sol-
diers. Right now they are working extended 
hours to carry out a host of responsibilities: 
search and rescue, enforcing our fisheries reg-
ulations, enforcing boating regulations, drug 
interdiction and other national security mis-
sions. 

I ask my colleagues to join me today in 
commending these great Americans for their 
dedicated service to South Texas and our na-
tion.

f 

RECOGNITION OF MRS. SALLY 

FULTON RESTON’S DEATH 

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recognize 
the death of a notable civil rights leader and 
an extraordinary person. 

Mrs. Sally Fulton Reston made numerous 
contributions to our community and led an ex-
emplary life. As a civil rights advocate, she 
dedicated much of her efforts towards seeking 
equality for disenfranchised communities. She 
served as a Board Member for the Mexican 
American Legal Defense and Education Fund, 
MALDEF, for seven years and also served as 
the second Vice Chair for the Board for a 
year. MALDEF protects and promotes the civil 

rights of Latinos living in the United States 
through sound public policies, laws and pro-
grams. Mrs. Reston’s efforts and contributions 
earned her MALDEF’s highest award, The 
Valerie Kantor Award. The Valerie Kantor 
Award is the highest honor presented to those 
who have served MALDEF and the Latino 
community. 

Mrs. Sally Reston was also a renowed jour-
nalist. From 1968 to 1988, she was the co-
publisher of the Vineyard Gazette. Further-
more, she also worked for The Junior League 
Magazine, Mademoiselle Magazine, Readers 
Digest in London, as well as the New York 
Times. Ms. Reston also enjoyed the simple 
things of life. She enjoyed photography, devel-
oping and printing her own work and had a 
great affection for the piano. 

I am saddened by the loss of such a fine 
member of our community. I extend my sin-
cerest condolences to the Reston family, as 
we all mourn the loss of a true civil rights 
leader and an exceptional person.

f 

HONORING VIOLA S. MARTINEZ 

HON. HENRY BONILLA
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Mrs. Viola S. Martinez of Laredo, Texas 
on the occasion of her 70th birthday on Octo-
ber 4, 2001. Viola has been an outstanding 
member of my team since I ran for Congress 
in 1992. 

While her family is native to Texas, Viola 
was born in Dearborn, Michigan in 1931. Viola 
returned to Laredo as a young girl and re-
ceived her education there. Family plays a 
large role in Viola’s life. Viola and her husband 
recently celebrated 50 years of marriage. Viola 
and Ernesto are also proud parents of three 
children, Ernesto J. Martinez Jr., Sara Mar-
tinez Tucker and Rosie Stevens. 

Viola is the heart and soul of Laredo. Folks 
in this booming border city know that if you 
need something done, go to Viola. Whether it 
is assisting a veteran with benefits or helping 
a young family find the proper tax form, Viola 
goes the extra mile for each constituent. 

Viola is one of those rare people who can 
successfully accomplish many work-related 
tasks while still finding time to volunteer in 
professional and community groups. Viola’s 
dedicated service to the Laredo community re-
minds us of all that is good in America. Viola 
is truly a shining example for all citizens. 

It has been a great pleasure to work with 
Viola for these nine years and I look forward 
to many more to come. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in wishing Mrs. Viola 
Martinez a very Happy Birthday!

f 

ALBANY FIRST CHRISTIAN 

CHURCH

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Albany First Christian Church for its 

work and sacrifice in honor of all the people 
who both survived and who lost their lives in 
the terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001, 
their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
shoulder-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of churches like Albany First Christian 
Church signify the commitment and concern of 
Americans everywhere. Our nation’s strength 
does not lie in her military might but rather in 
the collective compassion of its people. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Albany First Christian Church has col-
lected relief supplies from the congregation 
and community to assist grieving families and 
rescue workers. The patriotism and persist-
ence of the Albany First Christian Church is a 
lasting memorial to the thousands of victims 
who perished in New York, Washington, and 
Pennsylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousand of grieving fam-
ilies, or simply saying thanks to the brave men 
and women who put their lives on the line 
each and every day so that we may be free, 
it is important that the American people are 
vigilant in their efforts to overcome this evil. 
Though our nation has witnesses unspeakable 
horror. America’s virtues, determination, and 
faith continues to shine brightly on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

OREGON AND CONSERVATION 

EASEMENTS

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, Oregon 
has a system unique to the nation in pro-
tecting its farmland. Other states have utilized 
conservation easements to preserve farmland. 
Oregon has used a comprehensive land use 
system though with a record of stunning suc-
cess. According to Oregon’s Department of 
Land Conservation and Development, the 
state has 16 million acres zoned for Exclusive 
Farm Use (EFU). This is in stark contrast to 
the 800,000 acres protected acres nationwide. 
That number is less than what we protect in 
the northern Willamette Valley alone, which is 
also our most populous area. 
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Conservation easements—the purchase of 

development rights—are what other states use 
to protect farmland rather than the zoning ap-
proach that Oregon uses. However, leaders in 
protecting Oregon’s farmland are in agreement 
that no one tool alone does the job of pro-
tecting farmland. In addition to the state’s zon-
ing system, conservation easements would be 
appropriate in Oregon in selected locations. 
They would serve as a complement to, not a 
replacement for, the zoning administered by 
the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission. 

The primary reason Oregon has not used 
federal Farmland Protection Program (FPP) 
monies in the past is that our state was ini-
tially ineligible, but given recent changes to 
the program we now have the opportunity to 
participate. Another reason was that within our 
state it was thought that our land use system 
already served the need. However, there is in-
creased awareness that zoning needs to be 
supplemented with voluntary incentives for 
land conservation. 

This awareness has been increased by the 
passage last fall of Oregon ballot initiative, 
Measure 7. It amends Oregon’s Constitution to 
provide that any property owner whose real 
property is reduced in value by government 
regulation must be paid compensation by the 
government for the lost value. While this 
measure is still in litigation, if it goes into ef-
fect, landowners could begin to make claims 
for compensation. Access to federal FPP 
funds would provide Oregon farmers the flexi-
bility to accept conservation payments in lieu 
of other forms of compensation. 

I very much appreciate the assurances that 
Natural Resources Conservation Services 
have provided me of their willingness to work 
with Oregon, as they are with any other state 
that has a unique situation, in utilizing the 
Farmland Protection Program. Oregon is 
eager to be a full participant in FPP. Increas-
ing federal funding for this program and ensur-
ing its accessibility for a variety of land con-
servation uses is key to its success in Oregon 
and other states.

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO THE 

REPUBLIC OF CHINA 

HON. DAN BURTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to salute President Chen Shui-bian on 
the occasion of Taiwan’s forthcoming National 
Day. As a birthday present to Taiwan, I be-
lieve all of us should support Taiwan’s bid to 
re-enter the United Nations. After the admis-
sion of Tuvalu to the United Nations in 2000, 
the Republic of China on Taiwan is the only 
aspiring country that remains excluded from 
the United Nations. Taiwan has every right to 
be a member of the United Nations. Taiwan 
has a dynamic economy that is the envy of 
much of the world. Taiwan is the world’s 17th 
largest economy and holds approximately 
$100 billion in foreign exchange reserves. Po-
litically, Taiwan is one of the freest nations. It 
has a democratically elected head of state and 

holds free elections at all levels. Taiwan’s citi-
zens enjoy full human rights and press free-
dom. By any measurable standard, Taiwan is 
an economic powerhouse and a beacon of de-
mocracy. Taiwan’s twenty-three million citizens 
need a voice in the United Nations. By exclud-
ing Taiwan, the United Nations is violating its 
own principle of universality. The Republic of 
China on Taiwan has much to contribute to 
the work and funding of the United Nations 
and other international organizations. I urge 
my colleagues to give their support to Tai-
wan’s campaign to return to the United Na-
tions and other international organizations. I 
also wish to add that Taiwan was shocked 
and devastated by the events of September 
11th. Taiwan shares with us the belief that 
those terrorist acts are reprehensible and must 
be condemned. Taiwan grieves with America 
whose homeland was attacked by shameless 
terrorists. An attack on America means an at-
tack on Taiwan; it means an attack on democ-
racy and our way of life. Taiwan is ready to 
help us combat terrorism anywhere and every-
where. Happy Birthday Taiwan! 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ALYSIA C. 

BASMAJIAN

HON. ERIC CANTOR
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take the opportunity today to pay tribute to 
Alysia C. Basmajian. 

Alysia Basmajian was twenty-three years of 
age. She was a graduate of Godwin High 
School and the College of William and Mary, 
and was just beginning her career as an ac-
countant at the World Trade Center. 

Alysia’s life was brutally taken from her by 
the hand of terrorists—radical extremists who 
are seeking to destroy the ideas embodied by 
America and her people. Alysia was a symbol 
of the American dream—working hard for her-
self, her family and her country. 

Henrico, and the entire Richmond area, has 
experienced a great loss. Our entire commu-
nity mourns along with Alysia Basmajian’s par-
ents and family. Our thoughts and prayers are 
with her husband and two-year-old daughter. 

On Tuesday, September 11, 2001, a pre-
cious life was ripped from our midst. 

Alysia Basmajian represented the bright fu-
ture of America. Working in the world’s eco-
nomic capital, Alysia was a hard worker and a 
true leader. 

On September 11, Alysia Basmajian re-
ported to work in the World Trade Center in 
New York City. Alysia began her day con-
ducting the nation’s business, when terror 
struck, taking her life and thousands of others. 
Because Alysia represented American free-
dom, she was attacked. 

We owe Alysia Basmajian for paying the 
price of freedom with her life, and we will al-
ways remember her sacrifice. Let us honor her 
memory.

TRIBUTE TO COMMUNITY BLOOD 

CENTER

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Community Blood Center for its 
work and sacrifice in honor of all the people 
who both survived and who lost their lives in 
the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, 
their families and their friends. 

These terrorist attacks mark a solemn mo-
ment in America’s history. American men and 
women, civilians and soldiers, firefighters and 
police, mothers and fathers, were slain for a 
cause so terrible, so heinous, and so des-
picable that we find it unimaginable and inde-
scribable. United, Americans seek to find 
meaning and hope in a seemingly hopeless 
and meaningless act. In the days since these 
terrible terrorist attacks, America has been 
should-to-shoulder in a struggle to meet the 
challenges of a world that is a little less safe, 
a little scarier, and far less predictable. The ef-
forts of organizations like the Community 
Blood Center signify the commitment and con-
cern of Americans everywhere. Our Nation’s 
strength does not lie in her military might but 
rather in the collective compassion of its peo-
ple. 

Since the September 11th terrorist attacks, 
the Community Blood Center has assisted in 
blood drives and blood donations to support 
the nationwide relief effort to provide for the 
injured survivors. The patriotism and persist-
ence of the Community Blood Center is a last-
ing memorial to the thousands of victims who 
perished in New York, Washington, and Penn-
sylvania. 

Through the days, weeks, and months 
ahead, all Americans must come together and 
do what they can to assist the Nation’s war ef-
fort. Whether it is giving blood, sending dona-
tions, praying for the thousands of grieving 
families, or simply saying thanks to the brave 
men and women who put their lives on the 
line each and every day so that we may be 
free, it is important that the American people 
are vigilant in their efforts to overcome this 
evil. Though our Nation has witnessed un-
speakable horror, America’s virtues, deter-
mination, and faith continues to shine brightly 
on the world. 

I am confident that the United States will 
seek out those that harbor hatred, terror, and 
depravity in their hearts; and we will defeat 
them. This is a war that we must, can, and will 
win. May God bless the families and children 
grieving across this great Nation and may God 
bless America.

f 

UNITED WE STAND 

HON. TONY P. HALL
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, following 
the tragic terrorist attack on our Nation Sep-
tember 11, Americans have responded with an 
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enormous outpouring of generosity and patri-
otism. I am proud to call to the attention of my 
House colleagues one effort within my Con-
gressional District. 

At a ceremony in Dayton, Ohio, on October 
5, Jeff Cottrell, Ron Witters, and Dana Apple-
gate will present the American Red Cross Dis-
aster Fund a check for $1 million generated by 
sales of patriotic T-shirts and sweatshirts cele-
brating the irrepressible American spirit. 
Cottrell, Witters, and Applegate operate 
Screen Works Inc. in the Dayton suburb of 
Vandalia, Ohio, which manufactures the shirts. 

The shirts depict a bold image of the Statue 
of Liberty and an American eagle with out-
stretched wings of red, white, and blue, and 
proclaim, ‘‘United We Stand.’’

The image was designed only hours after 
the World Trade Center and Pentagon disas-
ters. Within three weeks, the company’s Web 
site registered 130,000 hits. Orders have 
come from all over the United States and 
around the world. 

Much of the work producing the shirts came 
from volunteers. All profits go to help with the 
relief effort for the September 11 victims and 
their families. 

The success of this fund-raising effort is a 
tribute not only to the citizens of the Dayton 
area but to the people throughout our great 
Nation who have declared their resolve that, 
even in these dark moments, America will 
stand united.

f 

TRIBUTE TO THOSE WHO AS-

SISTED IN THE RELIEF EFFORT 

AT THE PENTAGON 

HON. FRANK R. WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, in the wake of the 
tragic terrorist attacks on the United States, 
we have witnessed an outpouring of gen-
erosity throughout the nation—be it monetary 
donations to the local volunteer fire depart-

ment, blood donations to the Red Cross or 
time donations to any number of volunteer or-
ganizations assisting in the relief operations at 
both the Pentagon and the World Trade tow-
ers. 

In the midst of the human evil and premedi-
tated acts of death and destruction which 
marked Tuesday, September 11, it was easy 
to become disheartened. But out of the rubble, 
time and again, fellow Americans have risen 
to the occasion, offering a helping hand, a 
warm meal or a simple smile, thereby restor-
ing our faith in humanity. These acts of serv-
ice often go unnoticed and unrecognized, but 
not unappreciated. 

The Pentagon, just a few miles from the na-
tion’s capital, was a hotbed of volunteer activ-
ity. Americans from all over the country put 
busy lives on hold, taking leave from their jobs 
and responsibilities at home, some using cher-
ished annual vacation leave, to reach out to 
fellow citizens. Touring the Pentagon’s south 
parking lot last week, you might find the North 
Carolina Baptist Men’s Association faithfully 
serving day in and day out, or a church group 
from Louisiana which had driven through the 
night only to cook large kettle pots of jamba-
laya. And of course there were two organiza-
tions, which have become a mainstay at dis-
aster sights throughout the country, the Amer-
ican Red Cross and the Salvation Army. All of 
these groups, many of them faith based, were 
instrumental both in the tangible parts of the 
relief operation, which included blood drives 
and food preparation, and in the intangible 
parts, like lifting the spirits of weary rescue 
workers. 

Another organization which was a pivotal 
part of the relief effort at the Pentagon was 
Christ in Action, based out of Manassas, Vir-
ginia, which is part of Virginia’s 10th Congres-
sional district. It is a nonprofit organization 
which was founded in January 1982 by Dr. 
Denny and Sandy Nissley. 

Christ in Action prepared and served a re-
markable 3,000 to 5,000 meals each day. In 
the twilight hours of the evening and the hours 
before sunrise, they and their team of volun-
teers diligently prepared up to 500 breakfasts 

to be ready by 5 a.m., for distribution to var-
ious areas of the Pentagon where workers 
could not leave their posts. Between 5–9 a.m., 
they served another 1,000 to 1,500 breakfasts. 
And that was just one meal cycle. 

Christ in Action’s tent was designated the 
‘‘official’’ meal place for the entire relief effort 
by an office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The relief workers that were permitted to 
leave their sites often retreated to the Christ in 
Action tent as a treasured respite from the ar-
duous task before them. Located just 200 feet 
from the crash site, the tent was near the 
intersection of two newly created ‘‘streets’’ in 
this impromptu tent city, American Way and 
Freedom Lane. A large American flag hung 
behind the stage in the tent, from which var-
ious military bands performed during the lunch 
hour each day, and cards and letters from stu-
dents and children around the country were 
gathered in boxes at the foot of the stage, to 
be read by workers in need of some encour-
agement during the course of the day. 

In this time of need, Christ in Action found 
strength in its unyielding faith, and has dis-
played an outpouring of love and warmth to 
countless relief workers from across the coun-
try. Christ in Action answered a call to service 
before the call was even sounded and in 
doing so gave us a glimpse of the spirit which 
will carry our nation through this trying time.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BARBARA LEE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 4, 2001

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, on the amendment 
offered by Mr. HOSTETTLER to the FY02 Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations bill on Sep-
tember 25, 2001, rollcall No. 354, I was un-
avoidably detained on official businesses. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’. 
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